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The Genre of Titles and Chapters of 
the Tract of the Venerable Ockam con 


cerning the Body of Christ. 
; 


Question I. 


Whether a point is an absolute thing really distinct from a quantity. 


Question II. 

Whether a line and a surface are really distinguished from gone anoth- 
er and from 6 body. . 

Question IIT. 

Whether a body, vhich is a quantity,is an absolute thing really dis- 
tinot from a substance. 
: Tues ‘a, Chapter TI. 

The pody of Christ is truly contained under the species of bread. 
Chapter II. 


» © 


The body of Christ ic really contained under the species of breads 
7 Chapter IIT. 
The substance of the bread is changed into the body of Christ. 


Shavter IV. 
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The substance of the bread is changed into the body of Christ,not iné 
to the divinity,or the souvl,or the blood,or into some accident al the 
sunstances 


Chapter Ve 


The substance of the bread does not remain after the consecration. 
Chapter VI. 


a The body of Christ is not cirmmseribed in a plaee in the sacrament 


i S 
ay 
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Shapter VII. 
The body of Christ is not seen by us in the sacrament of the altar by 
the bodily eye. : 
| 2 Chapter VIII. 
The accidents rewaining after the consecration are not subjectively 
in the body of Christ. 
| ae Chapter TX. 
The quantity,which existed before in the substance of the pread,re=- 
meinse 
Chapter XX. 
The ¢@sensible qualities remain. 
5 : Chapter XI. 
Every extended material substance is composed of substantial parts 
“really distinct. | | 
, gnapter XII. : 
fF an absolute prior thing can exist by the divine power without a pos- 
terior thing. 
: : Chapter XIIt. 
‘The omnipotence of God can create substance without every absolute 
accident formally inhering in ite 


Shapter XIV. 


An extended substance, locally inmovables,can be preserved, although ail 


_its own absolute accidents are destroyed through the divine power. 
Chapter XV. 


A material substance is present through its own intrinsic parts in® 


the place in which it is cirowumseribed. 


Chapter XVI. 


Jertain arguments are advanced to prove that the quantity remaining 


in the sacrament of the altar is not really distinet from the 


Chapter XVII. 


Jertain conelusions to the proposition are proved. 


Shavter XVIII. 
All the qualities in the saerement of the altar are not one subjeot 
of one quantity. 
Chapter XIX. 
Not any quality is the immediate subject of a quantity. 
. Chapter XX 
The quantity renaining is not subjectively in one quality and not in 


another. 


x 


Tt is proved by the testimony of the Catholic Doctors thet qualities 
are not subjectively in a quantity different from a substance. 
, Chapter XXTI. 
A quantity really distinct from a substance can not be the subject of 


the qualities in the sacrament of the alter,io-g 


: testimony of the philosophers. 
Chapter XXIII. 
The quantity remaining in the sacrament is not an absolute thing 
really distinet from the qualities remaining in the same saerament. 
| | Chapter XXIV. 
a One quantity,which wae not an absolute thing really distinet from the 


_ substance of the bread,existed before the conoretation. 


Chapter XXV. 
| A substance ean be a quantum without every absolute thing really dis- 
finct, added to it. 

Chapter XXVI. 
| Other reasons are adduced to prove the same conclusion, nasely, that 
Jownstance ean be a quantum without a distinet quantity added to it. 
Chapter XXVIT. 
} The same conclusion, which was stated before,seems to follow from the 
jstatoments of the opponents. 


Chapter XXVIII. 


| Substance is 2 quantim through its own substantial parts without 
jevery quantity which is a thing really distinet from substance and 
javality. 
: Chapter XXIX, 
Proof of the same conclusion,rhich vas stated before,through the ar- 
lgunents taken fron the statements of the Catholic Doctors. 
. Chapter XXX. 
Soneerning objections contrary to the previous statements. 

| chapter XXXI. 
a A reply to the previous objections,in the following chapters. 
4 XXXII 
_ To show that the propesitions obtain at the same time:some quantity 
te not a thing really distinct from substance,and quantity is an ace 
‘cident. 


Chapter XXXITI. 
It explains how quantity is an acoident,and how along with this the 


reposition obtains,some quantity is not a thing distinet from substance eo, 


¥ chapter XXXTVe 

a The views of Augustine,set forth above in chepter III.,in the fourth 
| and fifthe arguments, are refuted. 

| | Chapter XXXV. 

Now quantity is a predicament distinct from quelity and substance; 
lnot-wvith-standing the fact that no quantity can be distinet from a part 
[of a thing,from a substance and « quality. | 

| Chapter XXXVI. 

The previous opinion ought not to be objected to as heretical. 
Chapter XXXVIT. 


The vreviovs opinion is not contrary te experience. 


how some longitudes differ 
in species. 
: Chapter XXXIX. 
Concerning a different method of predicating quantity. 
Chapter Xbe 


Pes 


In whet menner diverse quantities cart 


gist subjectively in a sub-_ 
“ stance, although two bodies ean not naturally exist together. 
: Ghapter XLI. 


Coneerning the solution of certain arguments contrary to the previous 


statements. 


| The very renotined tract of the Venerable Inceptor,tilliam of Ockemof 
Pnegland,a very famous teacher of sacred theology,a most discriminating 


investigator in the realm of truth,a member of the order of the Fratres 


Minores, concerning the sacrament of the altar and with special referg | 
enee to the distinction of voint, Line, surfade, body, quantity, quality, and 


substance,begins euspiciously.. 


_ Gonserning the conversion of the bread into the body 9f 
of Christ, just as states ea sertain gloss on De Consecra~_ 
tione, Distinction T¥,*In secramentorum": "There are various 
opinions. One opinion asserts that that substance, which 
was at first bread,is afterwards the flesh and the blood 
lof Christ, that is,the bread is an the altar et cetera, 
ecause the body is vresent. The sesond opinion holds 
thet the substance of the bread and the vine oeases to 
jexict there,and only the accidents remain;nanely, taste, 
jcolor and likeness;and under these accidents the body 

lor Christ begins to exist there. The third opinion — 

Inoldas that the substance of the bread and the vine 
remains there,and that the body of christ existe poth 

lin the same vlace and under the same svecies;it is 
argued, that is,I advance this argument." Kagh opinion, 


|however, acknowledges that the body of Christ is present 


here. The second opinion is more true according to 
he De Sumne Trinitetes *Pirmiter,# une"; these are the 
ords of the Gloss. According to this gloss it appears 


at the substance of the bread is converted into the 


|vody of Christ,so that the substance of the bread doos 
Jnot romain, but only the accidents,rhich existed before 

} in the substange of the bread,remain. And in confir~ 
mation of that truth it is stated according to the 

| De Summa Trinitate, "Firmiter",iust as the gloss pre- 
viously mentioned asserts: "There is one univeraal church 
of all the feithful,outside of whieh no one at 211 is 


saved;in which the vriest and the sacupfice are the 


very sane person,Jesus Christ, vhose bone and blood are 
truly contained in the sacrament of the altar under the 
species of bread and wine,since the bread is trans- 
evubctantiated into the body and the vine into blood 

by the divine power ty 

| With reference to tne declaration of that truth, 
‘gome questions must be acked about tvo points parti- 

| eularly;first,as to what is ¢lear coneerning the entity 
and the distinction of those accidents; secondly, about 

| the separation of the same accidents from their sub- 

| ject. , 


Moreover, because it is comnonly conceded by all 


thet color,taste and such sensible quelities are really 


- distinguished from each other,and also from substance; 


_ therefore, since this is conceded,some questions must 


Risa. akeda respecting the distinetion of these qualities 


a quantity, 2m eotitude,and of such ‘Blige, concerning 


which there is considerable doubt in what manner they 


are distinguished. And because that consideration pore 


fteains not only to theology put also t ; ry cinee 
| t is the province of philosophy to understatd the | 
meture of things and their distinetions; therefore, it 

is necessary to learn what the rhilosovhers have 
thought on this matter,and especially what Aristotle, | 
the prince of philosophers, thinks, and also what the 
theologians say;put in order that Tgnay proceed more 
irderly,I shall inquire first soncerning the distinction 
of point, line, surface,and body, and afterrards of other 


matters. 


Whe 
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Ouestion Te 


Therefore,I ask first mhether a point is an absolute 


thing roally aistinet from quantity. That it ds 
i pas © of each one is distinguished 


ASE ett REN. 


from thet of whieh it is a terminus, but a point is 


Ape terminus ef a line; therefore, it ies really dietingutsn- 
ed from & Line, and sonsequentiy’ ae 
resson really distinguished from any quantity. On the 


@ubetance or quantity 


contrary,every positive thing is 
pr quality or relationsand so of other predicarents; 
but a point is not substance distinct from quantity, 
relation 


nor a quelity distinet from quantity, nor & 


ae 


bietinot from quantity,and so of other reppective genera; 


therefore,a point is not a thing different from quan- 


tity. Before ansvering th’ 
on this subject I make in advange one statement, namely, 
thet whatever I shail state under whatever form of words, 
which ean in eny sense be rervarded as contrary to what- 
ever has veen stated in sacred seripture,or in the 


writing of the Saints,or contrery to the determination 


or dootrine of the Roman churohgor gontrary to the 
opinion of the Doctors approved by’ the ehurch; I shall 


not state it as an affirmationsbut rather as a qua 


n the person of those who also hold the avinion to 
discussed,whether that opinion is trues or false, 
atholic, heretical or erroneous; wherefore, if tT state 


ahelar words,I say that it is not stated 


Taving advanced this suggestion,I shall proeede with 


reszec$ to the question proposed in this fashion: 
& 


Pirst,t shall show that a point is not soi 
and absolute,really distinet from any auality and 
eepecially from a Lline;in the second place,I shall 

eite some reasons and authorities to prove that a 

point is a different thing;in the third place,I shall 
Peply to these propvesitions. First, therefore, I prove 
thet a point is not a thing aifferent from a lings 

from any quantity ;and in the first place by reasons 
besed on physies;in the second place through the 
passages of the vhilosophers;in the third plage through 
theological reasons. 

According to the first way If areue first ostensively 
ac follows:if a point is a thing different from quantity, 
it is either substance or accidentj;but a point is 

not substance distinet from quantity »nor accident 
distinct from quantity;therefore,a point is not a 

thing aifferent from quantity. 

: The major premise is known;the winor premise I 


Povesand first the first part, namely,that 2a point 


ee 


substance is either matter or form or a composite or 


Sl 


is not substance distinct from quantity,because every 


stanee sbstracted from matter. But it is evident 


hat point is not matter or form or composite;nor is 


onents; therefore, ot ae 


in this mannerinsmely,that 4 Soir is nok an aacident 
Indivisible distinet from quantity;in the first place 
in this manner:every absolute accident is placed in 
some subject equal to ityso that that aceident is 
pither a whole in an entire subject and in any yeeyeo® 


2 whole in a whole and part in part,or is an ingen 


eeident heaving an indivisible subjeot,just as & 
spiritual accident is in a rational soul,eas though in 
its ovn primary and edequate subject. But a point in 
none of those three modes has or can have some orimary 
and sdeauate subject; therefore, the isajor cremise of 
that syllogism is plein through induetion as regards 
jpvery absolute seston The first part of the minor 
premico,nanely, that a point does not have some adequate 
Jeurject ¢ ao that there is a whole in a whole and in 
pach nart,is clear; because I take a point terminating 
|tne line A,sand let that be called 3,and by taking enother 
|eorresponding voint and let it be ealled ¢;then T ask 
fmotner Bis in Ayas though in its own adequate subject, 
ve in the subject of({ the Line itself,and it follovs 3 


in either way,that ¢ will be in the saie adequate 
ut ject for the same reason. 


_ ‘Then t argue as follovs:rhatever things are in the 


Jreme adequate subject, do not differ either in situation 
jor in place;but 8 and ¢ are distinguished or separate 
Jin place and in situation;therefore, they do not oxist 
Jin the same adequate subject. If it is stated that 

2 is not in the entire line, A,nor in the subject of 
[the line,A,iteeif,mt in part of the line itself,or 

| in part of the subjection the other hand if 3 is not 
fin the entire line as though in an adequate subject, 
‘nor in the entire subject of the line itself; therefore, 
it is in part as if in an adequate subjeetsylet that 
part be Djthen I argve;3 is D as though in an adequate 
gutbjeet therefore, for the same reason anothor point 

| corresponding to itcelf By td which D will terminate 
from enother part,will be in Diteelf as though in. an 


adequate subject,and let that we be called EF. 


Prom which argument it follows that 3 and F are in 


the same adequate subjeet,and consequently they are 


“not separate in“B@aee and in situations which is very 


manifestily. false. So therefore some point ean not be 


“subject, so that the vhole is in the whole and the 


whole in any vartjnot only besause two points of that 


‘divisible would then not be separate in situation, 


which is false;put also beeause a point the same in 


“muuber vould be in tro situations, hich is a faleem 


aise tea 
CaN ah 


f it is stated that a voint is, some divisible part, but 
nother point does not actually correspond to that 


in some divisible quantwayas though in its own adequate | “ry:+ts" 


party nor ean sorresrpond to itself; because that part 


Ar tee 


pan not be existent per se,but only not existent in 7 Pate. agli oe 
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pnother;on the contrery,whatevor part is designatedscod nc. te 


a Ra EA ay 


| 2 'bPatis absolute power sepavate it from another Din el woe ce 
part,and can preserve it existent per se;therefore, my magni RIG 
bhat part,yvhich is the primary and sdequate subject oe 
bf a point,God can preserve without another; therefore, 
let it be considered in existenee,then it will actually 
have iagtner voint,which will be for the same reason 
; n that subject as though in its orn ordinary subject; — 
because there is no greater reason for one point ter- 
inating a line to be in that entire line or in that 
entire subject of thet line,than for another point 
terminating the same linesjand consequently those tyro 
points will not be separate ‘tn situation, because those 
accidents, which are in the same adequate subject, are 
not separate in situation. Moresover,a corresponding 
wUues*4ystTauc Jo AYO Sly BuTusasouosd 4oOU1y snowesl sy 
point does not exist only potentially in the way in 
hich the future axists potentially ;tnerefore,it ex- 
ists in the nature of things,and consequently has a- | 
nother primary ean sited wo it can not be granted un- ea: see Gaede be 
Ras a line er a subject of a line terminating at i eer ga Br 


another point; ;therefore, those to points are in the 


“tok a 


e divisible subjeotses though in an iia aia: 


ate 


hee 
2 


ee 


prrom another. The second pert of the ehief minor 
[premise is thus proved, nanely, thet a point is not a 


whole in an entire subject,and pert in pert, because i+ 


\ would then be a quanti, anditimeg,proposition be main- 
jteained, The third vart of that minor premise,namely, that 


jit is not in some indivisible as though in its own 


‘and adequate subjectyis clears because that 
er eee mlegrouls be either substance or accident; 

at is not accident, becetise T ask in what genus; and 

it is clear that it ean not be coneeded to be in a 

| gerne different from the genus,svbstancee Similarly, 
jinquiry would have to be made concerning the subject 
Jor that accident, just as of the subject of a point, 
fend thet indivisible is not substancesbeeause,if it is 
e substance, it is either matter or form or a composite, 
Jor a substance abstracted from metter; put it is not 


matter, because all; s divisible;nor is it for, 


pecausey if it is forts it i either form extended and 


consequently is divisible,or it is form not extended, 


ational soul alone is not extended; but it 4a cei eek 


thet it is not tational soul;therefore,it is manifest, 


osite,snor is eee Geeite;and it is manifest,that 


is not form abstracted from matter;therefore,it is 


some indivisible substence,which ean be the orginal ( 
/ 


and eonsequently it is a rational soul, because she, pe wees 


that it is not form which is the second part of 2 col- AO dg 


‘ 


y Eiosa ies 


a 


nd adequate subject of a point. Moreover,if there is 


I a stone some indivisible cubstanee,which san be the 
f wrimary and adequate subject of a point;then I take 
it 


fhat substance,and I ask whether or not it makes a 


[ee 7h 


Whole per se with the matter and the form of the stone; 


he so,there vould therefore be sone indivisible sub- 
Btance in a stone,whiech vould be matter or form vith 


respeat to the material,stone;beceuse whenever sone 


! — f gums 


pev VL tA] in, 


1 

|: are of diverse character in the genus, substance, making | 

ja whole per se,one of them is the agent, put the rest 

hts the power ,and gonsequently one is matter and the Gy oT 
Pest is form, gut it is impossiple for thet indivisible 7 a 

to ve vorimary matter,because primary matter is © 

But if that indivisible substance doses not sail 


whole per se with the matter end the form of the 


f 
J 
[ 
h 


ston At is not part of the stoné,and 


Sonsequontly ean not be vart of the stone,and con- 


sequently it ean not be part of some substan 


. 


Breer substance, which oan not be part of some iguweenunoes PEM ONE 55 205: 


is subsistent per se,and is per se in @ genus ana in yg 
species,and consequentiy that substance would be 


bsistent ver se and vould be per se in @ genus and 


We a composite; but every such te 2 divisible and a 
hing having parts really distinct; therefore, none of 


them is divisible. co therefore it sppears, that neither 


ome indivisible nor some divisible can be a primary 


ia 
. a 


Ind adequate subject of a point itseif,if a point is 
| certain absolute thing reelly distinet from every 
divisible. Tf it is stated in relation to the principal 


reunent that the major premise is falsesfor 


lecidents,rhich are not wholes in © whole,and in nc 
ert,nor,wholes in wholes and parts in varts,and are: a 

a indivisible accidents having indivisible subjectsi  —/, 

ut indivisible accidents having divisible subjects, 


nd yet do not exist in some part,but a whole in a 


eerie as time is in the entire movement of the pee cee 


mtire heaven,and yet is not in aes, par vt of heaven. 


Akorise, dowbleness is a whole in an entire annie: 
ind neithordoubleness nor some part of it ds) in vart 
fa double with reapest to the came half. And ,it 
joes GS of many other aecidente,that they ar@e.An 8. 


yates sassy 


hole, and vet nedhner they themselves nor part of 


hem ere in some part of 5 a ss reply is 
>t sufficient :fire st,beasuss it aceents the fallacy 

nat there are some indivisible aeceidents existing 

it first in some divisible, and yet in no part of it; 
refore,time is not some absolute acoident really 
letinet from motion and from permanent things,existing 
ibjectively in the entire motion and in no part. 


n the second place that reply is not sufficient, 


Cy een ao ae ee ‘ 
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mause,if this is granted,the argument still holds, _ ee 


T2 


} whole inp whole and 8 whole in some part,or,a whole . hatte 
ma whole,and vet is separate in no part in place and 
ein from some accident existing in the sane 

: uvieet adequate to ityis clear thecause sotor is not 2 nhes 
feperate from the color of the same subject. Like wises ae ! 
fame, a? it 1s anothor aecident,is not separate in situation 

rom some aecident existing in the same subject adequate 

, it. Likewise,doubleness is not separate in situation 


om some accident existing in the came subject,as-af——/ 2 + cont 


hdequate to itj;and so 


ome secident existing in the same subject adequate 


ko Atsput_ a point is not separate in sitnation from 


hay coint of that ouantumof which it is a point; there- re end 


ffore,tvo points oan not exist in the same primary snd 

hdequate subject,vhich hovever would be necessary if 

D ocint was an indivisible seeident having some di- 

frisipie for an adequate subject. 3... ayy yee 
sin situation 


| In the third place no accident ie 


|rrom any part whatever of its ovn priaery and adequate 


Jewnjoot, just as ne yn thensas of that part A is not tal 


ert compounding with A. Similarly,if time or doubloness 
Le an accident really distinet from a dovnble or motions 
it is manifest thet time is not separate in situation 


Prom some part. of motion,nor is doubleness separate in 


ici - 
Het 


i situation from some part of a double, and so of every 
other aeeident;but if any divisible whatever is de- 


Icignated which ought to be considered the palgknmlo 


subject of that point,it is wanifest that this is 
| separate in situation from another part of this divisible; 


| therefore, that divisible is not the primary 4nd adequate 


cunject of sina: 


That argument is sonfirmeds because, when sowe aecident that 
re i ' it is clear by induction | 
equate subject, that ag~ 


tl is not more separate in situation from one 
pert of that subject then from another, but ig is 

| wariifest that that point is more separate be bttuation 
from one part of that divisible,whatever part ig de- 

| cignated, then from another; therefore, that divisible 
lis not.the primary subicet of that point. From which 

| argument it is clear that a roint is not some absolute 


‘eecident really distinct from every divisible,having 


for a vcrimeary and adequate subject some divisible, 
nemely,that. hich is a subject (in) itself or per se 
and not through its own parte Moreover,it can not be 
onceded that a voint soundoting two halves,in which 
t exists subjectively,is in one nalf more than in 
leper both,and then an accident the 
gene ih number would be in subjeets many in number, 
hich is impossible,or in neither and consequentiy 
none subjectively. If it is stated that & point 


some indivisible subject,just as was mentioned be~- 


fore, this statement does not suffice ss vas proved 


before. And T shall prowe it again; because there 


world ve some indivisible in 2 divisible subject, 


nomely, in 2 stone. Let that stone be divided accord= %-Uray L 
ing to that indivisible,and I ask whether that in- 

Givisible remeins or does not remaine If it remains, 

I ask vhere it remains;whethor vith each part,or in 

‘one and not in another,or apart from both. The first 

statement ean not be Senwedets bewnuee then some eub- 

stance one in nmunber vould be in qietinet vleces,not 

‘meking a whole, ynich is naturally impossible. The 

second statement can not bé conceded, because there is 


‘no creater reason for its being in one part than in 


another. Similerly the third statement ean not be 
eonceded because then nothing existing ver se or in 
some other would make a whole ver se,poth of which 
“appears to be false and imoossible. In the second place 
I argue chiefly as follows:every positive and absolute 
thing really distinct from every other thing,not meak- 
ding a whole ver se,as if a part with anothers 1s ver se 
n the genus;put a point,if it is such an indivisible 
thing,is not part of some divisible,nor does it make 


whatever; therefore,it will 


rhole ver se with : vt on 


yer se in some predicament; but sien ‘statement is 1 Othe, 


flee, because then it would be either 4 


uantity or quality or, respect, any one of his is 


: lse according to those wigintaining such indivisibles. 


e@ major premise of that syllogiem is manifest; because, 


hen there are some things dietinet according to thoms selves 


es wholes,of which neither is part of another, there 


te no greater reason for one of them to be per se in 


some oredicament than in anothor,as is elear by induction. 

But it is stated in relation to that statement that 

2 point is not per se in a genus,but only through Te- ie 
auction; because it does not exist excent as 4 tennis a. 
of quantity. But that reply is not sufficient; first 

peoause @ line would not then be ver se in the genttc, 


‘ouentity, sines it does not exist except as 9 terminus of 


e@ Yuantity. If it is stated that a line is not only 


the terminus of a quantity, but is also 4 a quanta ters 


therefore,it is per se in a genus, “Bet & point: is eee 7 


mer se a quantity;therefore,it is not per hte the | 


ux 


indivisinlesnot only vill it be tne terminus of 8 e cuntityy 


not only 1 8 whole ‘Shrongh _/¢ 


jae Ee ae 


geregation o1 


is a part of iacanntilg existing vor se in 4 vlandieementel 
) \ 7a 
at ~toposition is clear by induction of every things ne 


j Cor tary, : 


clear because, if thet major selaake ae ia a oeaae. 


wey to prove that some thing exists per se in a genus 
is destroyed; for in this manner T may gay of other things, 
thet something does not exist per se in a genus, because 


fit is the terminuc of some substance,ivet as you state, 


thet a point is not per se in a genuc because it is 


the terminus of something existing cer ge in a genus; 


therefore, this proposition ic clear, that every thing 


ja whole ver se exists ver se in some prediesment,or 


he 
Kes 


is part of something existing per se ina predicament; 


put it is clear } 


part of something exis adits per se in a predicament; there- 


a voint is ner se ina predicament 7 which vase proved 


point is not such an indivisiple thing. In the third 
place T argue ‘as fellors:it is iupossible that thore, 
tually, are infinite things distinet according to 
eweLves as wholes, and of which none is a part of 
other,ani which do not make some unit. But if a 
int could be such an indivisible thing, sueh would 
tually be infinite;because I take a plece of wood, 
t is manifest seeording to those vwriters,that there 
© infinite lines heresvecauce there are not so many 


t that there ean be more,and any of them is aetually 


inated at some voint, because otherwise no line 


to 


PA 
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“distinct from every divisible. In the fourth place 


| Teargue as follows:some@ positive and absolute thing / ~ 
/ Z me “| Ae bic 
ce not caused neh division utone; 64 art CUere™ ff | 
Oe, ao. a. ae Fae co i Lettre | Cos cata ‘i Aree ee 
| therefore, 1et a niece of rood be divided,and T ask Thaey ) 


Pivout the terminating pointe, vhether or not they have 


existed before. Tf so,it is certain that they will not 
ve separate in situation;therefore,a point was im 
mediate in a noint,ywhich is false,even according to 
those vriters. If they vere not in existence before 
end exist news they are therefore generated anev, and 
onceduently some absolute things vould necossariiy 


€ generated through division alone, which is false. tN A 


eee Ay p tbr A i tar Ave) eee FO tA leony? A. ees. 
1 the fifth place;hecsuse some new absolute thing pantie i~ it a 
és : et oe at Pb CAA ee ats ena ao r rey 


Te F 3 
Aten dein VAAL 


© not generated nor is an absolute thing destroyed miss n fone ivan 


£ hewn Con tumteten 
ose parts separate before can ve contintous. Sut fi 
a point wes weg euch an invisible thing, thonever ev St ae 
parts. were become continuous,of nesessity some ste [OOM ttle 


m thing,namely,one point connecting those two pointe, 
1d be genereted;on the sontrary it would folloy 


4 infinite, absolute things distinct according to 


eee 


themselves as wholes vould be destroyed, and infinite 


/ thinge vould be generated; just as can be deduced 
through the third principal argument previously stated, 


all of rhich statements are imposcible, and consequentle _ 


ae 


‘a point is not such an indivisible thinge t% 


tue 
that sane gonelusion through theclogical ergmnents; 


first in this way:every absolute thing distinet sc- 
eording to itself as a whole from another absolute 
thing,of rhich it is not the subject or effect or 


| eonversely,God can eareate without it. Bet if a point 
, it is menifest that 
ie such an indivisible thingsa line saecording to itself 


la 
ry 


(as 2 whole is distinguished from a point; because 


pit is manifest that a l&ne is not 2 part of a point,nor 


is a point a vart of a line,nor is 2 line even the 


subject of a point,as was proved before, nor aonvercely 
: es a point the subject of a linejnor is a line even 
tho eause of a point nor conversely ;as id manifest 

e hurried examination of ell classes of causes; 
‘therefore,Cod ean of His absolute pover imeke a line 
rthout avery. points fhen IT ask whether that line is 
‘inite or infinite;if it is infinite and without every 
int,and consequently is to no purpose considered & 
int for terminating @ line, end yet it is not for 

1 different reason asemed by those thus affirming; 

if that line is not terminated nor finite,and it 


4ete in the nature of things AM chancett 


re is infinite, vhich appears to be manifestly false, — 


Me 


: se that line will not for this reason be greater 


a, that point vas depertted' ér destroy- 
iitherefore,that line will in no manner be infinite, 

ho metter to rhat extent nll the points ere destroyode 
Horeover,if all the voints are destroved by God,and 


tne line is preserved;I ask whether or not that line _ l cervedenaveed ) 


ae cont inuoury, tf e0y and i4-ts nottsontinuoue) through 
point, because it does not exist | aye Asie 


SE ceuceniit es point is assuned there to no purposce 
f it is not continuous;T ask whether some part of it 


ls continuous, and it-veturne to the preceding areuaontyefurn 


psn ts 


oT, no cart is continuous;from which argunent it follows Lvpethe7 


hat there ic some line whieh is composed of continuous, =~ - 
sywhich is impossible. Similarly that line is 
ontinuous or diserete;if continuous, the proves sition }) Len I rey ow predneda 


maintainea;if dicerete,then any cart is divided 


to an infinite quantwn at all parts of it which is (70, dint 

meossibles But that reasoning proves that a line is PRaEMIETNE ; 
: ufficiently gontinuovs end finite through; ite own nature mernae hag barren 

ithout every other thing added to itsand consequently. ac 

acons to no purvese ic a enint eonsidered to di ers A 1 6h Barns dite tte, 

‘indivisible thing. If it is stated that God can : 

of His o7n meooiate pover arested a line vithout 2 
a ghen soe absolute thing ay /mife wan 8: 


f a 7 ; ? ? o wv 

Atettinb ind a Abroad So thesteh Cte Cm wae ag C4i4+-3.¢ 4 pnskore P< MONO { POEL SS hes oh ttah« 
‘oe ats “a 

Oe Baers PA feet A hath Wfve re 
be 


% = game Ath fee Que Mea bt bate ih Oe a Seren. Oy Le fe UO) DotA dh, Atwn. ee Fey \ : 
de freer ry, AP 3 i 4 oe 
ae | page e+ pach at i Att aa mciuew he f nye cua a 


Perey | 
LESS Ee 


arately so that it gan beng 


ant 


gan be made Sprénen the divine porer 
thout all or them joined tagether,so that none of 
them exists with it, vhich is especially true;since 


these things aceording to themselves as 4 whole are 


really distinet and neither is an effect or’ 
of another;just as it is of a point and of a line. 


If a point as such an indivicible thing,but this line 


loan through nature exist vyitnout this or that point,and 


go of others and so of any one;therefore,God can make 


this (Line without every point,and so the proposition | 


is maintainede Moreover,if that, rvhicl Lily 


pendent on something, as +hewgh an effect and an pyre 


parated from it through the divine DONEY Nuch noTS 


t an accident in the anaerament of the altar depends 


i 


efore separation on a pHpetanse as wedi on a oause ee 


/” 
its own subject, and yet through the divine i 


eo _ 


rst argument holds. That reasoning is senfirnmed 
BUSe according to the philosopher in the second 
< of the Physios:"Quentity is per se finite or infinites 


QA 
pr on its own siinin’ cata oho made without | itj,and so the Jrtery too wer, hea eam CAA 


ass e quantity doaia be finite throug : 
f sate a li imal 
ings juet as a line is ve" veints ac  ie—temoueh /_ 


in the sacrament of the alter the quantity is 

arated from every substance through a different 

ing; therefore,a line is separated from every sub- 
j ; 


at. Then I ask about the point terminating that 


line, whether or not it is separated from every subject; 


mode 


pe ae ae ae | 


mhich ean not aa ieiih put chee a iia 3 (tind, 6, 


it it is not subjectively in a substance,sinee it 


not there unless it is the hod or Shrist,in which 


Bem . 


Ss edvia or in some pert of a line as if in the primaty 


adequate subject and not through-a-part, just as hi 
/ ¢ wef 


eness is here said to be in Gortess becuse it is oe / “e 


er ee 


‘one part of Sortessa point could ne oparate ae le eee 


ace and situation fro no part of a eubject nauelyy— / on eat 


Fi 


line or a part of a lineyas was affirmed before, /; 


is manifestly false as was proved before, Be- 


et 
Oe ang ea 


eee A 


statements and many other state- 


the previous 


he oreation of all aes really pak: qaeay sub 


stances separate from wetter,and erincipaliy the 


Pational soul and its own accidents,and that a point g 
‘thing indivisible, positive, and absolute, really 
from a line and every quantity. But they might 


any thing divisible in iteelf is formally 


inite, terminative end gontinuous,if it is continuous 
pont every other thing added to it;causelly it ie 
erminetives finite, and continuous through Gog and other causes 
ceo piepdne it in esse, vThatever those causes 

re from which (comes this line without every other 

ng added to it;indeed if any other thing rere | 
stroyed and thie line were preserved by Godgit would 
uly be finite,terminetive and continuous;and there 
ve since sveh an indivisible thing is not aseumed on 
ont of other things,it seens juet as impossible as 
efluous to affirm that a voint is such en indi- 


ible. And if it is asked:hat is a point? Is it a divisible 


‘anever should be made that by stating 


bes Andivisipie? . 


naan tL. Uf aw Audrwran, H Sena «p—~ 


ing similer whion ean es ear a substitute for 
rh according to the vroper signification of speech, 


ught to be conceded that point is,souéthing 


| whole comprised of a noun and e vent wath an 
eryening conjunetion or edverb or this pronoun, 
ey according to which one mey at pleasure give diverse 
itions expressing something of & noun,of that 
point, and therefore, juct as this predicate, a 
sible thingsis vredicated of such a subject,end 
squently of a composite of an adisetive and a 
antives so it is predicsted of a voint. Winivatstes: 
— say that this noun, privation,is equivalent 
¢ gnifieation to thie entire euprossions subjectun 


Batu, and for this reason, jus t. ae 


Ts supsoetdl Aeek verses they concede this 
sition, privetion is matter; a0 if this noun, toirt, 
tivalont in signification to that entire ex- 
longa line is no farther lengthenedsor to same 
ar expression, of which one part is linea,and 


parte are soue ie a verb connected 


vi 


Be 
big 


aint 1s Line,point is 


cible. Por whatever is true of this noun, line, 
ed sigmifteatively, ic true of this noun, 2oint when 
signifieatively,and thic (is true)in speaking 


ording to the virtue of signifisationsyet this (is 


me )not-vith-ctanding the foot that ane proposition, 
whigh this noun,point,is substituted, could exist 

; se,and another srovosition, in which this noun, 
neste acstmed, vill not exist ver s6é,and conversely; 
st as whatever is Peedt sted or one of the conver- 
s when used signifleatively,is true of the rest 
taken significatively; and yet one of them exists 
80 and not the rest;rvherefore, this vroposition is 
re in the first mode,every man te en animel, and 

s is not, every thing which Laughs is an animel. 


it this noun, voint,7411 he ocuivalontitm stgnification 


some composite of » now or ndverh or a conjunction 

an adverh and this Hie diksna hee al we a aommosite 

an Oblique ease and a verb,7hich ean not according ~ : 
the proper signifiesation of speech express in 
king grammatically a substitute for a verbjand 
sequently every sentence,in which it ts employed, 
not according to 2 vcrorer signification, tut is 

7 tive speechsand ean be redweed to a figure 

is enlled vy the grammerians shypallage, of which 


state, that hypeallace is the conversion of esses or 


“auch @ eharacter. But those propositions and simtler DOORN 


nes must not be conceded according to the proper 


signification of specch, just os prover provositions 

net net he dispensed with throuch a grammatical | 
megand consequently in the investigation of the 
ruth one must not argue from these vronositions, 

: | Meeathe sense rh 

ey have from the intention of the authors;put they 


pe net be conceded under that senseyvhioch they have 


ly mbly, thet one diction is asimoed in place of Aes Arties Attn Ney" 


sentence or of one coumosed of many dictions, and 


ence by trensposing and ina Aan even ay sterkthe 


part of the sentence into another vart,and some~ 


one gramnatieal seaident into another,or in a 


filer mode by converting,so that the sense of thet 
Bint4son, point is indivisibleymay be that propos sition, 
line is not farther lengthened,any vart of which, ¢ 
versie divisiblesor another similar sense aecord- | a 
te.one desires to explain the preceding proposition. ; 
the sense of that proposition,a point is divishble 
e that or some similer sense:whatever part af 


aii 


as 


© of all verbal nouns and 211 nouns formed from 


erbs, conjunctions, pronouns, propositions, and in 


ral of all sincatecsorematies,and in cene real of: 


which are not especielly those having the vietue Ste ed 


San i 


noun;so that thepdoen not be the extremes of a 


position distinet froin a copule without every figure 
@ proper signification of speech. And secording — 

nis chatement, all such propositions:iaction is in 
so,imotion ic in mobili,similitude is in eimili, 

tess is the terninus of 9 notion, every thing is 


ned through vroduction;fire is made warm by heate 


. : ~ Bt Aw Kt 5 oe 
and innumerable propositions of such a character, — He thy = 


1 are found in the statements of the philosophers 


the Saintssand even in sac pcoripturesimat be 


oy : 
ratively dieposed of through some grammatical 


* Nor is it ineonsistent to concede that the 


° ophers and the Saints thus spoke figuratively, 


a arte? 7 


oneny such statements ere fommd in sacred scripture; - 


lever "by accepting the statements of sacred : 


ay 7 
F rer ret lk faod * 


re in a spiritual sens@jon the conterry the ——[ekatacien the Dance 
and common made of speaking frequently also / ; 
‘such figurative exprescions;as oan be proved 
| statenents of the gvramsarians treating 


e simneretore: not only the diction ean 


significa 


imvrover 


ntives ere used which have 


ppropriate signification such as they have vhen 

rst formed. And just as transference takes piece 

eording to the gremmuarians for a three-foRi eason; 

use sometimes for a metrical reason as in the 

; sometimes for the sake of embelishment as in | - 
orical discourse; sometimes for the sake of necessity, 

her brevity ov utility, ss s in pRilosophy;and in all 

, modes transference takes place in theology. 20 

application of such nouns,whether abstraat or conerete, 

ee 26 for a three-fold reas ion dammiee dela the 

many errors 


Cea sons Oo— 


a t all the statements of the philosovhers and of. : 
Sainte aceording to the proper slenifieat tion of : 


oe a8 follows egntnet the previously mentioned 


e thoue 


“not 
speonuse | trey | are ,the lisite of the gontinuation 


ine ta the first mode of sneaking per se;but no 
tion, ortains for ge?to the essential ratio of a. 


ive. In the third mhdooss it follovs from the same 


“ng / 4 a ae . Ke Fad 
puiient,that if a point By privation,that ine <~ 


rill ne privetion end 2 surface and a body;fov & ky On ree 


hp 


wove limited by 2 terninant, and 


re i ~ 
‘he eA dw  £. feotaae 

of ivf Loy of 
Pn, CT Aon my te 


es thet “parte of a line are terminated at a point 


is alrays dif~ 


itself" ;there- 


| 


is inatvicihte, is neither finite nok in- 


nabie eimtn place the Philos sopher in the 


Kook 


> whose ae | 
16 end of two lines ‘ching each athe exist to- 
jer yout no to parts of thoce ‘lines exist together, 
- the lines themselves exist together; therefore, 
les the lines and their parts there are other 

ngs which exist together which ean not exist oxcert 
indiv sible points. In the eigth vlace,in the eighth 
the sixth books of Phy ste es he states that “those 

ee are continuous of which the ends are a unit*; 

| : | in one’ line are 
itj;but it is manifest that neither those halves 
some parts of them are a wit;therefore, besides 
there are some things which are a wit. In the 
place the philosooher in the same plaes affirms 


s divisible and a voint indivisipleyand 


something 


mous. emnpoced Of indivisibles, vhich vauld he 


mieee such indivisibles could exist hesides 


tenth place the vhilosovher states th the 


ste that Peinoe horever an imvartible is in- 


“Tnnunereble atten or. such 
character might be adineed, because of mich it seems 
‘4tie according to the intention of the philosopher 
betas cud indivisibles reslly distinet from 
isible things. 

, third principal division replys to the arguuents 
because a way of solving other points could appear 
‘the solution of the previous stateuents;I there- 
“pees by thos Se argnuents for the sake of brevity, 

ts reply to these {ot eben: 
) s the first I state thet an instant is not. 
bias abs solute thing really distinet from every 
isinte things which ean be vroved $y various TOY Se 
tybeoauss it does not heve some primary subject 


quate subject 


ough an aecident in its own subjee 


Motively. 
T™ the second place, because then God could not 


inless he ¢onld necessarily produce 


8 when. suipedeed, could not naturally be destroveds 
gan not be destroyed 
geither through the esided bua Adaiadicte of 
b nor through the aheende of Beets : 
- through the induction of their contrary. 
th place veceuse, if there seve such 2 tidng, 


ae a genus, per sey rhicn is manifest 


eae 


eee together ¢ all things of the sane EE I Gaeoreige™ 


La ee it to pass that ell past aii AR 


exist, which however are infinite. 


t 
te 


| the sixth place Cod ean ereate an instant apart 


ite own entire subjeet,vhich ic impossible. | a 
i: re the cake or brevity T vases by the vrecentation | 


Rose areuments;put I declere that neither change 
generation is such an indivisible things And . 
efore in accordance vith the provious statements 


t all sueh expressions are fig urative and metavhorical, bh 


instant is indivisiple,ceneration 1a 


netant, 


lien change is in an instant,gen eration: te cui ene i eS 
stantial form is a terminus of generation,to have La 
changed ic a terminus of motion,and such like; 


2 


use in all sas aie sente mces in tlaae 


eme of the proposition one noun is: 
only the foree of a noun in s dl dla ie hee. 


force of 4 nown and a verb,or has the fores of 


composite of diverse « substantives, which eome 


tO 8 vroper slg nifioation of speech 


Ww 


ot express a eubetitute for 2 verbynor cen the 
and & proposition be distinet from the other 
and the cop ula; wherefore, so far as cone¢erns 


recast 


xt it is etet ime of such prop Acs gy See Se 8s 


Pr ts Semaine’ 


proper signification of speech it vould not be bene 
Lotum;it is then bene. Thus it vould not he nene 
Lotun A is somethings yet there might be such an ex- 
ession,A is something to be aceented,as thovgh a 
taphorical and figurative exvression thet might be 
1ivalent to this expression:that whisk is then bone, 
is something,or to another expression of sen a 
Sinracter. Trus I affirm ont such vroresitioneseenecration 
sudden,and these of ae ena they are a 
proper exvressions, but figurativeseand it is for 
his reason,that this noun,yinstant,and this nown, 
eration, and noun of such a eharecter,are not finite 
owns having finite signifieations,es if they signify 
¢ially certain things for rhieh they have to sub 
tute,according to the mode in which such NOUNS, 
ngeol, whiteness, blackness, heat, ao0ld,have finite 
nifications;but there are certain derivitatives 
ii verbs or other parts of speech er similar to 
hyvhich are not formed excent for the sake of ; 
tor oF eubellishment or for the sake of brevith of 
7 essione And therefore just as many stetemente 
ostry and in an ornate manner of speaking are not 
} be quoted unless they ere disposed of or explained; 
so many statements are not for tre sake of brevity 
. S accepted according to the proper sirnifiesation 
| speeches % according to the intention of the authors 


ements, "ho spoke figuratively for 


towne sufficiently 


kno, that such rai. Mey not true secord- 


“te a srover signification of speech, a Withough some 


fer yriters have not knovn this, 


Wherefore,T affirm 


4 that propo 


sition,generation is in en instant,is 


if one thing is in another; just as through thie ; 


vocition, vater is in a vase,it is denoted that one 


ing to none of those im “$4 he stated that 


gration is in an instant, but t} nae nroposition, 
dation is in an instant,ought to be accepted under 

t sense, "when something is generated,a vert s not 
erated before a part,put the vhole is cenerated 

the seme time",a¢ bicnels rrief prop socition, coneration 

1 én instant,suiay be ‘be assumed for the sake of 

ty in place of that long exoresction, then something 
nerated,a part is not generated before a part, but 


whole ig generated at the seme tine." Similerly 


iF 


ng 


a siaymedciti under thet SENSCy | atone 


5 ee 
cee 
ai 


- 


or loses one 


tn ee ‘8 aft er 


mn time, ts put itn pee en 2. long expression 


e ai dinilar. expr osetons And when it is stated sccord- 


to the preceding statements, generation is nothing, 


ffir that generation is ponte st rates der thet s sens 


something is generated,ons whole. Lerlinapiecnees 


ee and not a part of matter is acquired Fefore 
whe And under the sense oprosed to ‘thie, thie [Toe 
ion is false,generation is nothing. And,if it is 
miseds generation, is not a terminus per se,or the 
invs of a continuous thing,or is something con- 
ous; therefore, , it is nothing; because every things 
is in these infrriors,is continuous or vart of 
timous ahingt tt must be stated that that vro- 
ion is trne from the virtue of the exvression 
ooording to every vrover eignification of speech: 
‘thing, vhicn is in these inferiors,is ver se a 

nd continuous or the terminus of a continuous 
ag; because the other vart ic true, namely, every 


‘A unit per se is continuous in these inferiors, 


a 


ae 


co to 2 prover ‘ghenirtcation oF speoah thi 
eposition fonld be true according to the vroper 
enification of speoch,zeneration is con’ fatione tbat 
ther is true ne: gording ta the vroper signification 
“speechsand the reason this propesition is not true 
cording to the proper signification of speech: 


ate 


neration is eontinuous, or the terminus of afcont inuots 


ie . 


Apt. true according to the meaning of the 


isa they understand this proposition, vhen 
ething is generated, one part of the form is not oe 
ired mediately vefore another, or before something 

he samo ratio vas required, And th erefore it mus 

‘be imagined that generation is something positive 
aN dt really distinet from every sontinnous 
fthing;on the contrary according 

19 prover signifiaation of speech, neither of those | 
positions is true, generation is something, zeneration 
thing,or generation is negation or vrivation; 

as not any of these vcronos sitions is true aceordin: 
he proper .: signification of speechgman is something, 


s nothing, vhether. gi m or privations and 


by accepting signifieatively sl11 the terms, be- 
Rnanoed ting to the sroter cienification of speed! 
en abstract, generatio,ought not to be formed from oe r 
2 verb, senerari, than such an abdetract,hominitas, 3 
thet accusative cace,hominen;and therefore theengie he 
Ler mode through vhich you inight reply to such 


3 oveated from an abstract term corresponding 


feat | 


steely to that sible case, hominem, thet ts 


fis ( Latin bern ahi 

ie it iss thing. tT U > ae ae 
: Pee p : Me ) D Ramrtny mall ol, LA 
: hn duon questions;genesration ic sither oma i hie \ 


nothing anil so of other statoments;because thus 
‘questions are also not proner sceording to the 

. sienifiecation of 5 eo if they oueht to be 
tod, they ought to be accepted saccording to the 
sper sence of those using ah Y affirm.of such 


ions,whether reneration is eomething.and of 


ys coniunetions,and in garner al of sincatbrormatics and 


rH hs~ ; ta Soh : 
abstracts,in place Of whieh 


Py nee | 
A page in vlaee of those, for which 


titute their ovn gon rates, 


eed ‘for tnone it” place of wnhon thes. ennstitnte 
on sonereates, unless they eauelly inelwde in 
Afying, some cinenterormatic. Whatever is conecded 
gonerets, ovent to he eoneveded eecording to the 

: eignifieation of speech of en ahctrect tore. 
erefore just as Aristotle coneedes that pro- 


don,mwan runs,so he wonld soneede this proposition, 


e ae per se in the first mode;it mect he 


is with a Subsittute a vans ein oy dice 


etn nN tm eer ge 8 


nevished from ae: many “aveh ~erepositions; 


ines they are not per se in the first mode,and yet 


is manifest that they arse true and many of them fall 
er faithsso that the oposite are heretical. Where- 
ey neither among the yaitooovhers nor enone the 
neientsSainte nor mong other writers is it found, 
they have made such 8 distinction betreen an ab-~ 


oF and B gonerete,as the modern writers make; put 


eee ee ee A / é 


LAD OE “AP beh 


2 the ancient writers thefermany synontins with | Cee ee 
ir ovn aonetotes, and many abstracts ought not to be 

idered eceording to the crooner signification of 

ch;but they eould only become formed for anv of 

| three reasons previously mentioned. And therefore 


Oo not eenture the ancient writers, heanrse they 


ned such shatracts for the sake of utility and 


hue well known that he had moderate solicitude 


nouns,as appears in the first book of Physies. 


kid a 
eh ae 
me 


ae 


this FOASONs 
writers 


 aocovdine 


- Jonseanen iy it ovghnt 


e stated pocoraing to the aa stetements that 


h are accepted by modern scholarsj;nor are they 


ignifiecation 


a 


aecepted according to the vroper 


@peech eny wore than if from those adverbe, dum, ee 


tunes iam, and from other adverbs,end from sueh o : : 
iunetione, siyety vel, Att tay and from others eh . 
Practs are (i 5 AN tas,ilamn : 
»siitas,attites, etitas,quiitas,and because of ‘ 
Seth propositions may be formed: dimnitas is some- 


siiteas is something sie 1s Li God,and so of 


second point Taf. 


“propos sitionss #6 
hat the” philosopher does ak ankeee that a point 


fithin the definition of 2 line,es if something 


i essence of a line,or as.if introducing come- m 
of the essence of a line and distinct from a > 


definition oxpreseing 


‘ds some privation meal ty distinet Peri a nis ag 
oumnonty imagine;vhien it is iispossible to imaginoy 


thet & voint is something, cither a privative 


ioust 


aptly noint is splesebladth ba point is not pocitive; 


PRO WEAANE to the per signifi Leettony thew 


eens are not contradictorics:to see a man is 


Be sks Gaal ~~ something, and this by ac 


all the termes significatively. And for these 


neither 
virtue of sveech. And this 
Preeding : statements was affirmed according - 


brpotnyas cautvetont in's signification to ane" 


hetefore no oxpression is appropriate in which 
ae affirmed. that in bili tx granmnatically it may 


a eubstitue with respect to a. verb. But if another 


ated 


Me 


me is divisihle:heanses it is equivalent to 


‘thisiso much qvantum or of so much extension 


ething,and a quantum is divisible,and so of other 
yoositions. 


s Yegards the third toint T concede orovortionatealv a 
‘ ot 43 jeer 


dine and of a surface just ae of 4a voint; vhere- 


just.as aocording to one mode of sveaking this 


oy osition must. be aohead ed,a voint is divisible, so 


s erovosition is not pppropt ie 


| bropositions® 


bs ? somethings 
ne v 


ing, nor 


as + is formed,ic falee. Yherefore,it must bet : 


¢ tern ninate i= valent and, £ 


hat verminate is £ Beer ent hebetnelt dis- 


ey ey *. . 
from a terminate, hether e srivative 


ng that Lonel nets ta’ there is there aie 


f nouns sipnitying the same 


nouns in obliaue eases, hominis and homini, signify 
sane things,vet in entirely diverse grammatical 
Se And there is no inconsistency soneerning such 
sy if one a oabie within a definition expressing something 
he noun of another now. For thus this nowny ens 
5 within the definition expressing something of 
nown of that noun,umm,and of that noun, vers, and 
hat novn,bontmsand vet nothing is signified 


mA one nom that is not signified throurh the ¢ 


although it is understood throusk one noun in an © | 


ique ¢casé as well as in a direct case,snd not 


* 


yagr another noun wnless in a direct case;rherefore, ve 
beat. @ be f 
theouss this noun, vemm,it is wsed in en oblicus 


as vell as in a direct case;for the reason that 


Siteens knovable and cognizable by the 


mderctand, && 
sLlest. But through this novun,ens,it is not employ- 
ent in a direct case only,and indeed in the 
sition it could be comeeded either proverly or 


atively ‘aooording to a diverse mode of affirming 


me thing 1s both termens, 
nd eet 


eee 


, ee Ryan the sans 
nates itself;iust as the same th ing under -te ands 


f,or the same*that is the same to itself. And n 
it is stated that a vositive nover essentially 

des 8 nrivation, it ie clear because that vrop- 

n wust be contededss point is rrivation,a sur- 

Divas tonvand this is according to the proper 
fication of speech,and according to the fancy of | 

) imagine thet privation is something apart fh 


SReqnot od 


i ip te which imagines, thet © voint 


fe from a line by whatever 


“dmaginablejaccording to which intent that Doctor 


ae to Teject that opinion in opposition to which 
offers the aroments touched upon before. But that 
ton does not so affirm,nor does it eny more affirm 
@ point is privetion than it is 2 nosi tive;al- 
nines jefinition expressing something Of, @ nonn 


f one vrivative noun or epivetive scongent onght 


-Agsimed,. And therefore secording to the virtue 
peeanye ither it mist be eonesded that a voint is 


solute thing,A qanentwm,eand divisible,or that 


‘oxProssion is improper in which this noun,veint, 


as no such exvression onght.to be aecerted 


i ide the fourth fointsxnioh wae touched upon " 


i # A “4 
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s weve that the philosopher there as well es in 
Kk Of Physics, as also in other plecee speaking 
nt <poke secording to the famors opinion in 
pie orn custom; peeause he adapted 


a mode of expression of othersyrhen 
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ace 
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ther Bocording : to intention: 


2 own peeseg ces: toue ching uD Pon © 
er anton he ip as at bee! ag ecording to in-- 
ony it does not seein that he exercised much carey 
ise he then frequently spoke as menip dofana therefore 
he did treet of such tatters sz seaneae 46 intentions 
requently expressed the oppocite; just as tim states in 
° k of Preaieane nts that "sencra “and species 
Latency substances." But in the seventh book of 
mee s,rhere he invuires | socording to intention 
ther genus and species,: generally universels are 
tences. He decides necording to intention that 
universal is a substance;s eo ie it in the propos sition. 
re is it found that Aristotle thoroughly treated 


mee env iee that question, vyhether a voint 
s be things thoreroroye12 their ovn Dvasseaces, which 


sips interprotedsb »eonuse he speaks either 


fF tia wercoordang: to that famous opinion,or for 


in different ways 
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a Sl: Pe a, 
affirmed thet 2 point,if there is oun) @ thing,ic 
termine of 8 line then that a stone is the 


nines of a viese of yood,since the distinetion be~ 


erence hetveen 2 stone and a plece of wood, Nor 
it any more be stated that a point is an nocident 
substanee,oristing in a line then a stone is in a 
96 of 700d. And therefore the s 


£% ocroposition,the rerts 


mon terminus, this propesition,notring is 
between perte of a line and they ineke a vwnit 
£0 thet tro things are required for this stato-~ 
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when one bodv is 


nother body is in snother cituetion,s 


bodies Shape ig Locally another mediu,those 


* Loc od ee a 1eyAlS 4 : _ 
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Yythat they make e wh se,and for this : 
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a ae a ae itelies exactly 


force of.a novnyin signifying that it is not 
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nee aA 4c iheriifest thet tiet 
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stionsiaeny inom APS one Wan; for if ie are 


ythoy. are heny,¢ and consequently they are not 
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Theveforest state. that that te the unders standing 


philososher, those thing are continuous which 


oa sey that isyt ney: aro not separate, or 


maton nothing | ae a ieteis uring Ss regards the 


Hososher | 


ed of indiyis cibles,it 
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ae stated thet it would have been use- 
pes sopioucly thet 8 continuous thing is 
ee ee there were some 
: not 
nto prove. one  gonelneion through ae 
e gould ee ee ere one 
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The Second Questions 


he second place it is asked wheather a line and 
2 are really distinguished from eAaoh other and 


1 body. It is argued that they are;beanuse they 


tinct svecies of quantity sesording to the 
Alososher er) the Predi: sament s 8; therefore, they ape 
Sateeiieai shed from each other and from a body. 


egards the scontrary;iust as the relation of 2 peint 


not ietinct from ® surface,nor a surface from 


* cons sequent Ly a line and a surface are not: 
' 


ng dished from e neh other or from a body. ee 


to that question T deslare that a line and «& 
@ are not things distinct from each other and 


boa. For that a Aine is not distinot ‘from a 


sony aistinst from a & line;for if a line vere 


Rane of which mould be nant of enother. Similarly, 


Lot divide one -gontinuons thing unless He 


ian ah end pene nev thingee TAKe= 


n it docs, not seem contradictory that there 
erict a: surface without e line,and consequently 
shomla pe & surface not terminated; and yet it 
e of finite latitude. But that a surface should 
anet - from 4 _ nody can be proved through the 
akspieuriwrenson;tesnuse & different 
equate subject can not ve aecigned to ityes is. 
tly clear. This statement can dkenie be proved 
: the third hoe tbyiovt eronld be surfeges 
- aetually art only finite potentially ;beeauce 
Sin! eueabies eione: of the body setusallv exist, 
the others do not exist exeest only votentially. 
nposition to those affirming thus;either the 
or the body are joined to a surface which is 
© nature of things and is eristent,or is joined 
ntace which is not in the nature of things but can 
ne first id) cranted; then that surface actuelly 
-  aaestaamapeeigltR aetuelly 


meeded, then those parts of 


en Aeliyynot sotuntiysnor 4 in ‘the ecdiien mods, 


hen they are not continuous, But it way be 
nod thet deh suptene is not imaced said to exist 
ially,heoause it is not in the nature of things; 
Savee tt is not separated from a body; just as. 
ape anid to exist potentially,not that they may 

in the, nature or things, but hbeaause they are 
parate from a whole. The contrary does not suffices 
hecanse mit eneer an inconsistoney follows, that, 

infinite thinge ere in the nature of things 

e quantity. In the second plage because every< 
which is in the nature of things and ie not part 
ther, existe siiwply in an aet corresponding to ite 
hh ourfase is in the nature of things,and is 

ert of another;therefore, it exists simpiy 
ly. Tm She third vlace it is sosgbecause,iust as 
ntermedinte surface is not separate from ea body, 
ther is the extrane separate fron @ body; there} 

: . » that middle 


rotually exists. So therefore,it svrears that if 
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, oY cae the 
the first ean not ee eranted, because then 
> would be part of a body or both would be 
L parts of anothers *hich gan not he eonseded. 
is stated that S| axaheneaaan aati it is not 


mame part ofa bodsrs yatad 


the sane ratioass another 
Therefore, if a surface 


a se a unit,or is of 


ratio as another sort of a body,vhich is 


parts of 


bse» cigs 
t would be the net 
vse consequently aan foes 7 vould be Stbe 
: y,enon of whi on 
a the argunionts set forth in 
: ‘Nor ean the oO) nied statement He soneedods? AnOlLVs 
v mae & unit ies ager tion , DecHUbE then it 


e would in 


‘a termine « of a body ‘than a vase 


on; then mines no contradiction appen) 
that G Od could create water 
ae without B suredds just as 
the same Place and sit uation without 4 

a body would then be a continuous infinite 

: Lement is conceded, 
i) oe that such & “0 efas 2 . essuued in vane. 
Ly then ‘pefore trenceuds ste tiation @ surfed as 


ons, be without Pei tance or > 79 


t soomeuuethy there would be. another sub- 


eton ie subjostively quant teen Srom the 


“it is olear that a line and a 


ney’ ft ty at oe 
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ms en wmnety here he 2 neti t 


sitee. Wherefore, 
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ouch moder of signify img 1 be nO more than. 


sade ana ramibors FO a diversity. of modes 


qtticns for the distine etion of sD yr ee 


oh - pass “over for the pres ead hes 


quertityy te an absolute thing ronlly dt-tinct 
trne bec sauce secording 
Evia e: ster nook of Pos toriores:"A 


diate in which one or edicament is denied 


in stist AS thie propoeiti n is immediate, no suh— 


a quantity, ond sons ean 9 substance is 
= frou 9 quantity. "As regards to ihe. 
a substsnee of itself has partsstherefore, it. 
itself a quentyn; therefore it is nokie Russi 
7 a different thing send con-equently it is not 
Brant thing te Re egarding that eieut ion iin he first 
iatis tein one pinion by vay of narration; 
Rens? Avett oc sin the. 
stata the objeations aveinst that 
refute theme 
ing. tho first statements T affirm thet a quentity 
sheolute things atrterent and really dis stinct 


ots 


But AL this nowngtuentitys 


ed that some quantity, yg not substance 


a * 
op 


among in ive 


ae sane oe ae ve 
ratio anong 


parts are aleo in man of the came 
Lvas,althourh all the vcarts are not of the sane 


as. man sot such parte 
they ate 20 ge « from 


as 


not ceuselly mores 


are many, although they ate 


scenti a @AUISSSy, 


tna Rect Set 


selver, but through th G1Y O7n © 
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ficient end 
m natives that naturally anc 
divine 


rinelgee 
through eregted agency, 


sover, they do 


end cituation.y And there- 


ist in the same vlazve end 
; ecount of this thet by whatever ageney they 
ereateg agency's 


oduced, they are 
so thatyone part. 


xist in a distinet situation ¢ 


another in situation 
weh no different thing ie pro~ 


vroduced by «4 


arate tai and is outside 


no a atsen © how 
ith “ityena de there s another place encompass~ 
 prodnet iteelf, that croduct,no matter hov 


eould inhere in it,7o0uld be 


different thine 
& that the whole 


s 


Artivery in that vlace; 
n the contire place and part ri wact, and 


tindige 


tS oor ide hody per se 


er a iatne ee varte Tee or part 


Dlace,if the ~laee is 


sting ciromeseriptively tn 2 
unding ite And #6 tha substance itself, through 
nas pert outside of part 


tO Atyiae ¢ 1 quanti, and 


it is of substance that some substence has partes 


dis of same quality, vhich would be 4 quantum oF pee 
out every thing added to it;on the contrary if 


ld be separated from every ot? ler thing and could 


yart outside of part,and consequently that 

‘ ' 
erefore some cuentity is a srbstance,and some 
Bey 18 @ quality;just ac some substance has pert 


Ei 


6 of vart,and some quality has part outside of 
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‘the second place T vroeve this 
‘some substance is quantity,and it ¢an in the 


mode be proved that some quality is quantity, 


op way ;every absolute hing srior te aneather ab- 
‘thingycod gan of His orn absoluts »vover preserve 
“sad a posterior not by changing that prior 


this substance 


ssaryy co thet. ‘the opposite 
g. statenont involves a contradiction, if God 


on precerve that sbsolute vrior thingy that 


gompelled to change it from place to place. 


that orior thing may 
erior be ae etroyed. without 
eather that 
is not « sivomeserintiv vely 
mi ronceded, then t that 
e is a cuoukua tuererens this is sone cuantity 
not a different posterior thing; therte+ 
Ss some. quantity te without quantits 
ir it re not cirewsseristively 


ntrary I hake one pert of that substangees and T 
i , 


% 


s 


hether or not it is in the 
ely or dire meeriptively in whidh there is another 


ee it is changed 1: eeniieson scause before 

3 in the same DLAC. at ¢ not in the same place 
,is in another place end 
ine. entire vlede. tok cae kde oe ind gonseauently 


* 


ole 1s, eirownsert tively in a place and ¢on- 
is @ quantim vithout every 
much more a hchciohcaet ha the 


God @an not ‘preserve 


- opinion, than + to affirm that Oe quantity 
ne it is affirned that that. Watetenee 
arts axeent through cquantityj;and the 
ity ig destroyed at does not 3 "vA 
sivomicetiotive ly 
Sontrary to thece statements, 


sition does not vicintes 


ons sistency always follovs s;that God of His own 


nts vorer zen not preserve a vrior twine withou 
“change hy dosth ying the sosterior thing. More- 
e veply embeages © false » s atement, namely, that 
3 does not - a¥e partes exccot through 
2 different thing; first, because, if 
ice is prior to the entire quant: 
S part of. a 


45 the subject 


SoS oa to varte of 


toncestherefore, substance does 
Wlarly through a.different thing 2 
Regine eh remains without neal Ay “eior 
| that 
ror: the .sane 
2 rotor to a different quentity. tf it is stated 
does not have | jifferent perts except 


c parts.of a. AMADLA TY» so thet those ‘hese 
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. an entire body end a whole in any part. 

is in another Bub ~ S 

of quantity the res namely,sa 

; tt is wenifest nat ench quantity 


djic- 


subetance 
es, oxi isted ore division 


aes minteir iede In the second plsee 


. not more imto ssible for. od to make e thing 
verts reflly distinct to coexist with soue 

ot infomsing oo that the whole coexists vith 

pole ana pert vith part, than to ie that sane 

to ‘goeyvis with such a whole informing;but ae- 
to those holding in eomnon an ooinion & sube 
noving narte really distinot ‘soexvists with the 


substance 


substance 


eganss 2 it tmty 3 nas 


itustion fron pertyend a \ gubstence is not 


- only good ates with it;therefoere it is 

rae itself ;theref TIF GPO giba stance it- 
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edn th rough 
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spent. ou iva {ly adgveni it 


ae 3 


therefore, God 


LnePOLOres UO 


na thet quantity 


will be, jee asent with a whole 


jtherefore, that subs ta ance has >art outside 


nd consequently. vould be A quantum 8 nda. yer 


ee, As; teniy 2 quanti through | 


oth er thin 


pore somnquennie that 


piste Loesiy gecouvliched per slura which 


ct from ueaaclosas 2 and quality must ‘net be at~ 

Th @an else ‘ve ~roved through those tvo arguments 
_guelity . auantity? at that major premise 

s that God ean make qvelity without qnantitys 

es e different thing,since it no more depgendis 


tantity than substance. Cimilarly if God ean 


a quantity,vhich they affirm(to he without sub- 


mn substance. I confirm the vrevious 
> ineonsistent for a subetance 


: own self without every dif-~ 


every other * thing advening to 1 
to detract mich From the divine por er sho 


thet: Cod of Mic own absolute vaver gan not 


ore thet ene thing may be cevarste from 


He ‘arent es ene different thing 
separate; and they seem to 
divine narer rather than those who say that 
wis. sithont every other thing 


eb spears eee Ae ln iccinuntintivety 


ions ot and ovonted 4 te Be’ nonarnte in 
0 exist ‘per 22 ritnont ft nine Added 46 


Ace tne. ‘ode “gonvontont to eer 1% is 


iasiisiriiae! edition parts haet a 


+ odaumseriptively without 


4th stherefore, another: suen ave intity te feuit- 
, neomed. It is likewise | confirmed, beans sa oVvory 
eresent in enother thine, 12 
as it per se or through another intrinsic thin 
thine 1 has been affirmed that one thing is locally — 
“yecause its om end is locally orecent there. 
tefore the eubstance of a stone is vresent in “ 
ml a plaes ner se,and eonsednent ly 
game Treason partes of a substance are oresont 
cesses sonseane ntly the entire sih- 


‘is ver se fundamentally end ecireunseriptively 


Lace ; but every thing, rhich in itesif ie© eireniserintiv ely. 
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B06,i8 in itself a quantum; therefore; substance 
ie a auantwm snd consequentiv is a quantity. 
> reasoning ean be applied anne erning quality. 
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for the sake (of brevity. In. the third place 
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The introduction to the tract con- 
cerning the body of Christ begins. 


The PROLOZUG. 


Rt nics of our immortality,in order that Ne might 
460m us from the servitude of the devil and restore 
_to our original Liberty and bring us at last to 

, heavenly inheritance,also offered Himself on the 
tar of the cross as the price for the redewption of 
human Tac@e Moreover, that a perpetual inemoriel of 
) great a gift wd get remain debak esa that snr ist 


i 


ht be ded lay offered in a mye _manner as 8 


afiece for us who sin deily,He left behind His orn 


4@ sacrament of the ev. 
rists the unspeakable loftiness of whieh doss dis- 
in to be aubsected to human investigation;for which 
Reon there de needa to sneak of that sublime and most 
Plient sacrament vith all fear end modesty, hecause 
© wennect to no sacrament is error more nerilouc, 


inquiry more leborous,nor invention more fruitit; 


rdinglyysince I a abouw to examine briefly sone 


s of that most worthy saeranent,I publiciy declare 


vy in the food and His orn blood in the drinkbe hase 


peel yy emesis gor 


and by judiciously ¢ ADPTOVe 


re not suthorized 7 by the Romen chureh, but 
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Chapter I. 


.. The body of Christ is truly con- 
‘Bained under the species of bread. 


tend is ean this statement, thet the body of Christ_ 
ich was assumed from the Virgin Mary,and suffered and 
las buried, which also stose feos the dead and ascended 
0 heaven, and sits on the right hand of God, the 
her,and in which the gon of God will some to judge 

> quick end the deadyis really and bf contained | 

r the species of erent ee although ‘at ss 


g under the species of bread,syst it is not 
seen by us with the bodily eye,but vith the ner 
> faithful believe that it is concesled Mpaamath 


jes of breads ang it is also hela that the sub- 
mee of the bread is transsubstantiated er changed, 
that the substance of the bread does not really. 
eh at that the accidents alone subsisting per ce 
ine And not only the body of | 


thout a subject reme 


hinaan nature affected 
lene transeudstantiation of the preadyis contained 
the species of bread;put also the whole Christ, 
vided, perfect Godgand true manyis at the same tine 
‘lly and truly contained under the entire host and un- 


bartgolthough by a proper asstuaption,of cone 


sion and transsubstantiation,the substance of the 
ead is not ehanged into divinity or rational sol 
into any accident. ities 

nis is alco my faithysinee it is the Catholic faith. 
whatever the Roman ehurch pelieves, this filone and 
thing @lse either explicitly or implicitly I believe. 
hor much benefit and efficacy there is in implicit 
ath is set forth by Innocent in & gloss on De Sunona 
dnitate ct Fide Catholica,"Firwiter": "Implicit faith", 
says, "orevails to such a degree,as some say,that if 
| one holds to this faith,namely,that he believes 
tever the ehureh bhelievessif neon dao ted by natural 
eh fallacy that the Father is greater 
existed defore the Son or that the three persons 

re things mutually separate,he is not a heretic nor 

es he sin ;provided he does not defend this error 
pelieves thie very statement becavss he believes 
chur eh 80 believes end seubetitutes his orn opinion 
the faith of the churehsbecause slthough he thus 

s in his opinion,syet that is not his ovn faithj;on 

e contrary his own fsith is the faith of the church". 
refore, if shpbbotd'* 


‘avon great efficecy in implicit 
ith that it excuses the person ignorantly erring con- 
wr ng those doctrines which are set forth in the 
onieal seriptures, much more will it exeuse the por~ 
son ignorantily forming en opinion of something vhie” 
not found set forth in the ganongcal soriptures. 


Chapter IT. 


The body of Christ is really 
contained under se species of 
preaeds — 


Thet the body of Christ is really contained unde 
species of pread ean not be shovn by natural 
asonjand, therefore, it is nesessary to assent by 


th to a conception of that ttiitn, concertbing ghieh 


ought not to be in doubt wines 4% is yell known 
t the same truth was revealed to the Apostles by 
Only-begotten Son of God;a witness to which is the 
% holy Bvangelist,Matthevygin chapter XXVI.: "le took 


es dentine ere ane ere poe 
Hie desciples and said:Take and eat;this is my 
’. To this truth Mark also bears testimony in 

er XIVe, saying: "While they vere eating, Josue took 

| and blessed it and brake it and gave it to thers 
said/Takeythis is my body". With these statements 

. agrees in chapter XXII.,saying: "when He had taken 
bread,ie gave thanks and brake it and gave it ta 
nen and saidsThis is my body which is given for you; 

8 do in Temambrance of me", In shapter VTe§sonny 

he Evangelist,also records the words of the Feiehoste 

He points ont the resl nature and the benefit of 

at sacrament: "The preadswhich I shall give to you 

| he life of the vorld,is my flesh",and then follows: 


mt ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man,and drink 


at 


oe 
ck 


a 


blood, ye have no life in youe He who eateth wy 
h and drinketh my bloodshath eternal Lively Paul 


ke similiarly in t.corinthians XI.:"The Lord Jesus? 


says, "in the night in which He was betrayed, took 
Wdyand gave thanks and brake it and saiasTake and 
jthis is wy body which is given for youj;do this in 


Likevise in T.vorinthians X.: "The 


brance of mane 
eed whioh we vreak, is it not the ecommmion of the 
or our Lorat# These are the pacsages from the 

migal seriptures, yhich Slike deelere that the body 


hrist vas really ani truly given to the deustpaes 


er the species of bread and @¥et.dt was enjoined upon 


} same Apostles by the Saviour that they should of- 

¢ the body of Christ under the speeles of bread in 

ry of the Lord's Passion. With the oreviously 

ed writers of the ganoniesal seriptures,slso agres 
euinent Doctors,the Noly Fathers,the most illustrious 
sitors of the divine scrivtures,anid those recognized 


uthoritative by the Rosen Shureh, o@ie 


sages preserved in the canonical Ler gouet ve publicly 
et forth. Of this numberythe blessed Augustine affiras 
voted in I. Quaestione Te, *Intra eoclesiam™:"Vithin 
Catholic churenh",he says, "no greater benefit is 
erred by a good priest and no less benefit by 6 
vriest,in the wystery of the body and blood of 

Lord. * Likewies the blessed Cyprian, the Sishop, 


of the Lord and His Passion,ve do that 

h it is yell know that the Lord did." Likewise 

ose affirme as quoted in De gonsecratione, Dis : 
tion TI. ¢Ante penedictionen": "Sefore the blessing 
lifferent isoelen is indicated, efter the blessing 

body is designated, §nrist is in that sacrament." 
cewise John affiras as quoted in De goneecrationes 
inetion IT,, "Nee Moyses": "Moses", ho says, "did not 


you the true bread, but the Lord Jesus is guest 


ed Gregory affirms as quoted in Te» , i. 
tion Te, "Multi"; "We",he says, "desecrate the preads | 

at ie,the body of Chriet when we approach the altar 

yorthily." Prom these and numerous other passages, 

§ @learly shown that the body of Christ is really 

ained under the species of breadjand beesuse that 

ment was clear to ell the faithful from the com - 


cement of the christian faith; therefore, Bi 


ence to the confirmation of this statement 1 do 


wish to delay longer. 
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Chapter ITIte 


The substance of the bread is ; 
converted into the body of Christ. 


ithough it is expressly set forth in the eanonical 
rintures,that the body of Christ is to be offered 
the faithful wider the species of bread,yet that 
substance of the bread is really converted or 
nssubstantiated into the body of Christ is not 

ad expressed in the eanon of the Bible;but this 
trine isc believed to have been divinely revealed 


the oly Fathers,or by a diligent and ekilfuleiix 
tion to have been proved by passages of the ‘Bible; 
stherefore,t shall cite vasseages of the Holy Patheors 
» prove thet truth. Of which number Eusebius Fad semis 

fates es quoted in De consecratione Distinetion II., 


"Onia corpus"; "The invisibile Priest converts ohe 


nefits the vower of the divine blessing oroduces; 

j 1 it ought not to be strange or impossible to you 
et earthly and mortal o obiects are converted into 

© substance of Christ.* Likerise Ambrose states as 
ted in De Consecratione Distinetion Tl, "Panis": "If? 
ays, "there is so much pover in the Word of the 


that that,which vas nét,began to exist ;how much 


) opperative is it that those thinge may exist 

ch existed,end be changed into something else;and 
rhich was pread vefore eonsecration,is now 
body of Christ after conseoration. Likewise on 
Summa Trinitate et Fide Catholica, "Firmiter®", rhere 
ocent TIT. says in a general council: "There is one 
versal ohurah of believers,cutside of which no one 
all is saved. In whieh Jesus Christ Himself is toth 
ost and sacrifice,vhose body and blood is truly 
tained in the saerament of the altar under the 

gies of bread and wines since the bread has been 
ssubstantiated into the body and the wine into the 
food by divine pover." Likewise on the De Celebraticne 
issarum, "Sum Marthae": "If, therefore,sHe lifted His 

to the Pather st the time when He celled the 

of Lazarus back to the lifeless body,it seems more 
able that He lifted His eyes toward heaven to the 
er when He speciglly changed the bread and wine 

o body and plood. * From these and very many other 
ages of the Salnts and the Doctors,it is estab- 
ead that the substances of the bread is really and 
y transsubstantiated, converted,or thanged ty the 
vine virtue into the substance of the body of christ, 
st without an increase or substantial transmutation 


the body of Christ. 


Shapter IV. 


“fhe substance ef the bread is 
gonverted into the body of Christ, ae 
not into the divinity,or the soul, 


gveotirer-haiy,or the bloocd,or into 
anv accident of the substance. : ; 


Agcording to a proper application of terms,the pre- 
ously mentioned conversion or transsubstantiation 
the vread into the soul,or. the divinity,or the 

oa of Ph ara ae into any acoiaent of the substangve 


the body of Christ, deenot: 


to the body of Christ. Hovever, by putting an isproper 
loose sonstruetion upon this term, conversion or 
hssubetantiation,it might be conceded that the 

ed is transsubstantiated into the soul,or, the blood, 
njecolaent of the body of Shrist. For the 
tors sy the authorities,are convineed that the sub- 

ee of bread is not converted into the soul,or the 
dnity of Christ;from which source a gloss on be 
secratione Distinction II.on the chapter, "Quid est 
istwm mandueare?", says: "The bread is gonverted into 
) flesh alone and the wine into the blood." Likewise 
Magister Sententiarun in Book IV.,Distinetion,XxT.: 
hough", he seye,"the entire christ is assumed under 


ecies",*yet no conversion of the bread except 


flesh,or of wine extept into blood,takes place." 


these passages it is @lear that the substance of 


i 


“pread, from which it is converted into flesh alone, 
not transsubstantiated into the divinity,or the 
ional soul,or the ploodsorsas & sonbeqiente, lito 
| aeoident af the flesh,or the soul;but this state- 
inly true according to a prover use of 
Ming convertitur. Fron thésestatanent it iwuat be 
ceived that the substance of the bread is converted 
“transsubstantiated into that which does not exist, 
ause it is joined to something else;but,even if it 
on separated from other thinge,it begins to ex- 


by divine cower under the svecies of the bread at 


ith the obligatory intention,over the proper material. 


hetcie the flesh of Christ,not the 


ul,or the hlood,or other aecident inhering in the 

sh or the soul; for if the soul vere separarted from — 
fleshyno matter hoy much the priest might with 
ention tecite the sadramentsl words over the proper 
erial,the soul of Christ would not begin to exist 
re gbut only the flesh. Likevise,if the blood vere 
arated from the flesh,the blood vould not begin to 
ist there but only the flesh. And the judgment is 
same with respect to other aceidonts af the flesh 
the soul. And for tis reason the Doctors affirm 

t the body of Christ exists by virtue of the sacra- 
| tal words through the vover of conversion under 

; species of bread,and for which reason the substance 


bread is converted into the body of cChrist,and 


tee 


into the pois oF into the deity. Tf yhoweiter any 
hes to use the tevin, conversion or trans: substan~ 


tion, somernat inappropriate het he may affirm 


+ the substance of the bread is converted into all 
et vhich at the utteranes of the sacramental words 
gins now really to exist umier the srecies of pread, 
eush s use of the term he @an concede that the subg 
100 of the bread is ¢onverted into the reasonable \ 
of Christ;that is to say,thet at the utterance or 
sacramental words the verasonable soul hegins to exe 
‘under the species of pread. If,yhowever,the sacre- 

1 words had been uttered with the obligatory in- 
on during the period of the three days of death, 
easonable soul vould not have existed theres be~ 

| it wae then separated from the body of Shrist 
which it is now united. If indeed you'™ : 
about the term and to assert that the substance 
@e bread is eonverted into nothing except that 
deh begins to exist under the species of bread,even 
, Were separated from other things;I do not wish 
Oppose you sinee the point is sufficiently estap- 


or alae 


Chapeer Vo 


The substance of the bread codas 
not eee tes after consecration. 


se nononEreebesdored, that that con- 


sion or trenssubstantiation is not.accomplisnhed 
this manner, that the body of shrist begins to exist 
er the species of bread though the substance ite 

f remains, but in such a vay that the very substance 
the bread is converted into the body of dhrist,so 

, the stthetance of the bread does not remain by 

he of the divine virtue,but the body of Christ reo- 
ns only under the accidents which were in the sub- 
nee of the bread before conversion,syet it is not 
ected by thoce deciaenke ac will be shown later. 
ver,it wust be noted that, elthough itgis found 
arly expressed in the Noy Testament that the body 
hrist is to be recived by the faithful under the 
ies of breed in memory of the Lord's Passion and 
the remission of their sinsivet it is not there 
tly axprassed thet the substance of the bread does 
remain. For this reason from sneient times ‘thers 
been diverse ovinions vith respect to this point; 
stete the Magister Sententiarwm in Book TV., Dis- 
tion XI,and Hostiensis on the top of the page on 
onsecrations,snd the gloss on De consesoratione, 
Madcon Tl.,"tn sacramentorum",and the gloss on 


erratione Missarun, "cum Marthae."*® Yhieh sourecs 


i 


ert that there vere three opinione concerning the 
version of the bread into the body of christs "One 


nion asserts that that substance, rhich was at first 


and the 
© deases to exist there and the aecidents only re- 
nynemely, taste, color, veight and resenblence;and 

er these accidents the body of Christ begins to ex 
there. The third ovinion holds,that the substance 
the bread and the wine remain there,and the body of 


iS 


ict exists in the seme plac settunder the seme specics. " 


aes 


noctors mentioned before approve the second opinion, 


it seems to be the conclusion of the Rowan churehe 
h respect to which on De Suma Trinitate et Fide 
holica,"Firmiter", Tnnosent says in a general eonneil: 


re is one universal shurch of all bellevers,oute 


saved? See that vassage 


- 
rom fe 


% _ eens Vetinditamichtetn yhapter TIil.of thie 


q second iii ca, wee diverse vievs coneerning the 


sain writers exoress it 


Saint Thomes in Book IV.,Distinetion Xt.,%uestion 


bt ee a 


Tey Question TiI.:"fhatyalthough the substance of the 
“cad does not really remein vith the body of Christ, 
there is no contradiction involved in the state- 


4 that through the divine power the bread ean re- 


iin with the body";and therefore they concede and ap~ 


rove thatstatesent that the body of christ is in the : 


rament of the altar through a change wade in respect 


the body of Ohrist. And without—-giygeginiice to any other 


Pinion that second opinion sesms to me more probable | Le 
more in accord with theology, boeanse it rather ex-. 


s the omipotence of God by detracting nothing from ' bh oon, 


except that which plainly and expressly implies -. 
ntradictionjyet for the present I refrain from s. 
cussion of this opinion,sines IT am 4 
iss more fully elsewhere the saue subjects; how~ \ 
er I.arfirm thet the substance of the bread does not be 
ain, put coases to exist and the bedy of Christ be- \ \ 


3 to exist under those species. 


chapter VI. 


‘The body of christ ie not cir- 
munseribed in a plaee in the sace~ 
rament of the altar. 


oreover, although the body of onriat is Tealliv and 
ly contained under the species of bresadyyet it is 

_ oirouuseribed in a place in the saerement of the 
ary but the entire body of chriet is freelly contained 
ex the whole host and every vart of the hest;rhich 
encnt is confirmed py the testimony of the Holy 
ners. Of whieh number the blessed Jerome states as 
ted in De Sonsecrationa, Distinetion Ile, "*Singuli®: 

h individualyye Saves, "receives Shrist the Lord, 

the vhole shrist ig in eagh single vortion,and He 
not Lessened through the distgibution to individuals, 


each portion# Lika} 


He offers Nimeelt entire to 


the plessed Hilary is sino auoted de Jonseeratione, | 
inetion I1., "Ubi": "Where, "he says, "there is a part 
he body,there is the whole." From these passages it 
@learly deduced that the whole Shrist is in the 

ole host,and the whole is in a vartjfrom which state- 
nt a% ‘follows that the body of Christ is not con- 

, or cirauncecriped in a place, But the faithful 

be led to believe in the sossibility of that con- 
ion in another vay;for the Christian ought to say 


ieday. the divine vir- 


eet of sn leen 


Py we See 


j i‘ : eae : 4 2 : 5 - fre 
at 
* a 
, : , 
7 Sedat oerd, 
at : : 


ae! 


i ieiteian 


gay vhich no one could doubtjor unless this truth 


sig nats 


be ascertained from Mkered Seripturs or the Doetors 


roved by the ghureh. For ve ought not to ourtail 


ue of all oreaturesgnor is experimontal knowledge 


ficient for saying that nothy nest be sacon- 


shed by divine virtue,sinee God ean ohange the 
ive order of naturad seusesj;and it is well known 
+ He has done many things @ontrary to the eomon 
ake of natural causes. For who ever experimentally 


without a inan,of 


of a virgin naturally conesiviny 


nodies existing together,of tne dead restored to 
9or Ageidents subsisting vithout a subject,and of 
wMmeTEhle other things whhahs however sdt ie well 3 
nm heave been divinely wrought? For we ought not to 


that such things ¢en not be accomplished by God, 


use ve knoy experimentally that they can not be 
» according to neturegs laws, Therefore,sines there 
widently he: ssubrediekiam which ean be proven by 
evident vrovoesitions,invelved in the statement 
any substance conmletes EQUATE “cocticts in tro ' 
6S,end sonsequently the same substance complete 
tself coexists in any body end anv vart of 1t;T I 
on the contrary, certain that it can be proved He | \ 
ugh the rules of logice,wvhich are known to be devoted 
1 Knowledge and science, If it ic eonceded that | 


wR 


eeu 


¥ 


bs ; y : ‘es 


ee 


bs t be clearly proved from natural causes that the 


: tecedent is true. Por a christian ought not to say 


oved through demonstrative reasoning. fo also ve 
d that an angel is definitively s Wate tk any piece 
in every part ;woreover, for the sane reagon ho one 
ght to cay that through thie same divine pover te 
lodics of the same identical epecies as well as thoce of 
verse species ean not coexist ingbhber in the seme 
ace. Por in this manner the Saviour,Jesus Christ, 

ered into the midst of Hie decciples when the doors 
ere closed,and came forth into the vorld from the 

losed wou of the virgin,and sseended into heaven 

h undivided body. If, therefore,no contradiction 

pears in the statement that tro bodies exist together 
n the same plage,no eontradiction apperrs in the 


tement that two parts of the same body exist to- 


om this conelusion it is evident that for a reason 


ar to thet by which two parts of the body of 


; pit wae 


gan through the divine nover 206xist together 
the same place,all the ‘parts of the body of Ghrist 
0 i eooxts s¢ together in the same place. Prone that 
gnent follows the prineipal rro- 


tion, For it is not impossible for Godsvho is 


to do more than ve oan think ot 4 bide 
9 pass that all the carts of the body soexist in 


sane body, an 4a it is. not inmossible for Him to 


ete 


6 the same entire substance in a vhole and the 


@ in any part,just as appears slear coneerning an 
1 or the rational sowul,it manifestly follovs that 
$ not imoossible for God to bring it to pass thet 


entire substance of the body of Shrist coexist 


conan the body of christ 


ies cp: sae as a finger is not sigs a finzerisone of 


ijemente are retained, 


be placed vith the eye,so that both the hand 


ist in the plece 42 man would not 


a 


ee ae 


then the organs ¢en remain distinet and ereated 


have distinct a a tions,no matter how much they atgnt pe 
| sandy therefore,this pringiple must not 


fate locally’ 


s is,vyhether indeed substantial or aceidentaly 

not concern the present diseussione Tn like wenner 
oy though the organs wight not be separate locally, 
mould not for this reacon follos that the hand 

Ld be in the foot,or the contrary;but only that 

ose organs would t#ist together in the same plage, 

ch is not ineonsistent with the distinetion of the 
Nsyac Has been shown;because with even the local 
arability of one vart from another it is establish- 


hat one part is in another ac 16. dheieenovnosaele 


SON eran 


the manner in which the eye is in the head,as 

the whole of it;just as when the local inseparability 
the rational soul frow man it is established that . 
rational soul is a part of man;for the rational 

: ; ' @ same place in which man is,end 

i it is part of mane In'the same wanner it is pos- 

le for the eye to bs a part of the head,and yet 

7 the same place with the head. And thus the pos- 

lity of the existenze of the body of Christ with 

mhole host and with each part #8 it is clear. 

6r,I assert nothing with respeet to the previous 
ements except that whieh is consistent vith tho 

ne of the Saints;put if any BPRRCHORY snould 


in agreement with theirs, lot it be (considered jas 


. is Paw t+he ¢eeninine mat uae nad wminde. 


* 


push 
ie al 


a 


chapter VII. 


The body of Christ is not seen 
by us in the cacrement of the al- 
tar with the bodily eve. 


erefors, when the enbstance of the bread ceases to 
trthie body of the Lord,which begins to exist under 
species or bread by the divine power,is not per~ 

ed with the bodily eye but by faith and the uwunder- 


tae. which eonelucion ig@eGen from passages of 


Holy Fathers as well as fron ja; 


h number Augustine stated as quoted fm. 


"yt wegne says,"in the svecioe of bread and wine 

h we seo,hehold invisihile things,that isyve do 

r to flesh and blood.’ 

Kkewise the same Augustine stetes in De Conseerationc, 
Snotton TXI.9 "Oui mandneant":"Thet which is seen",he Says, 
the broad ond the cup which also the eyes declare; 

that whieh faith for its instruction demande, 

pread is the body of christ, end the ewe is the 

a, ct bhai nmeinss we @ @alled the sacraments, be- 


@ in these one objest is seen end another is under- 


kewise Gregory states in De consecratione, Distine-~ 
mh IIe, "Oula"yes follovs:"*{t is a great and dread 
",he says,"that one object is seen and another 
derstood" Likewise 'ilary is also quoted in De 
‘ratione, Distinetion TIe, *UD1": "The quantity’,! 


“is not to be considered in this mystery,but the 


BAC. * aR 
oe ye Salad tly i 


oe ee 
a cee 


fae bn 


stood,although the species of bread is peakly. 


Moreover for thie conclusion gram 


ng ;for that which tenperceived vith the bodily 


in eny plece, can certainly be known to exist in 
ame place without expry yeassage. But no one vould 
‘without the full authority of the Saviour end of 
ehurch that the body of Christ is really contained 
: the species of bread; therefore, it is not seen 
with the bodily eye. Likewise bodliy vision is 

i to all those squally disposed;pbut no unbeliever 
ives ith the bodily eye that the body of snrist 

7 here. It is likerice manifest that no one perceives 
7 any sensible quality hy eny cense whetcoever, 

| the quality of the host. Just as is evicgent. 
ualities tangible and percertible by ghhe senses oF 
and from sensible ovelities,the near of christ 

iy therefore,seen in the sacrament of the altar 


| he *hodily CYS. 


— Chepter vrrt. 


ma. The scoidente remeining after 
consecration are not evbiestively 
ain the body of christ. 
@ little has heen vreviously weitten Bbot 
range of the body of Christ under the sreocies of 
$1t still remains to set forth sone viers 


ng the aecidents rerneaining after the 


not ex- 
clear 
statement, that contrary cualitics 


, together in the body of Inrist.’ Bar 


exist subieatively in the hod of Chrict, the 


affect the came sapuad 


times some qualities of diverse hosts ove ont 
7 . statements it fobhons- | 
Dine the former or the latter qualities effect 
ody Of christ. Likerise the body of Shrist is not 
ae aney to sensible qualities, hich might,hovever, 


ppen if the accidents of the bread formed the body 


where he says: "There is no eubstanee except the 


gment." Nor do those secidents affect the sur- 


BEY SPORE? no naceident according to 


“whole or according to any vart of itself 


epvarste in place and eituation from its ovn primary 


a 


ot. But to the understanding it appears that some 
t of an accident of the host is separated in place 

situation from the surrounding air and from every 

of it;therefore, that accident is not subjectively | | - 
he air,amt for the seme reason is any part of ther. 
@ a place other than the 
(of its o7n subiect, pnt it is evident that the 


t and the sir oemmy dictinet PAR OOES SRE AT See y Kine | oe 


reover, those accidents do not ey subjectively 


Ihe substance of the bread, because that svbstance 4 


* not exist,as was shorn vreviously. Therefore, it 
that the accidents remain vithout the subject; 
is confirmed by the Magieter in 300k 


or XIT.,where he says at the beginning: 


> 
js 
Pag 
* 
AS 
oot 
es 


hednoulry is raised concerning the aecidents 


and gelatin 


without a 


pect rather than that they exist in a suwhiect." 


“tiem 


a The “uentitgerhion exiated befarn 
dn the cubstebee of the bread, yewe ‘ine 


yee 
St 
cs 


eover, it ean he shown by HAnY sTauaents that 

accidents sre e quentumyand that a quantity 
y roneine after SORSOCE SELON. Fivret as follovstac 
ing to Innocent (2I,0n De Gelevratione Miseeron, ® 
arthne®t*A suptile distinetion aust be cade wnong 

“thinges Thich ere distinet in the secramentinenely, 
viethLe formetha verity of bese body's and the epirituel 
tue, The form ig that of bread and winie, the verity 
at of fiesh and bleod,the virtue is that of unity 
charity. The first is the seerement and not the 

nti the segond is the sacrenent end the #Lesent; 


ira 1s the element end not the cacreanent.* From 


) ; ehet distinct from the heantity of the 
of shriet; just ne it is not visibie throneh cone 
a ty visible in the pedy of Shrictjont 14 16 mani 
that thet visible form is 2 ovsntunyeings it te 


Gantct really reneine. Tn the sesond 
a8 follovertnat auentity of. thei deer galaeetty =o 


dose not have the shepe of the body of chrict, 


ody of Christ exists thers. Tn the fourth place 
ee which ie broken,and one part of 
m another,is a quantumpbut that 
a f i en and ene part of it is separate 
oa the body of chriet 1s not thie broken 
sia Te tog therefore, another quantity berlides 
or the ‘body of Christ exists there. More- 


Ss 3 


took the bread, blessed it. and ‘peaneé it,* Mark 
sed At*,he says, "and 
i ty glear nccording to tke 
sory Fathorestut it vould take too long to 
> body of Christ is not 
| eminent Doetor, the bless- 
oa states as ited in . consesratione, Dis- 
© SaYS, "is eaten; 


@atensle lives; becance though clainyve arose; 


nm ve eat,do va make vortions of Him." The sane 


rte” Srom theee passages it is clear that 
net From the quantity of the body or 


 Shapter Xe 


ateensible qualities remain. 


eover, it is not only estebliched that cuantity 


Anite qualities evbsist in the seme plese after 


onsecration. Yor nothing ic vieitile vithont + 


ae 


iple auelitv, >but the wie “ibile form romeains there 


ore,2 sensible quality also remains there. Taste 


© in the same place perteived,and yhiteness is 


and Blso the sense of touch apprehende the tangible 
‘ 


des;rut no sense rerseives any quality of the 


of Christ; therefore, the sensible qualities, rhich 


Rl bd ee 


Fed hofore in the etibstance of the bread and nor 
without a subject,remaingas the Magister states 
ok TV.,Dictinetion XI.:"The svecies of bread and 


(exists there,as taste. Por which reason one obieat 


an,another is understood. "All the vreviors ctate- 


nie he contivmed hy many other sapiid ina lah ta 


ons De dabeine the Pueharict for the cake of 


shy examining end erpleining them thet T way 


™yto those not mnderstending, the "avae" and 


qualia" and the “anemoie"sand thet T have spoken 
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+ task heenuce of the nisrerte~ 


en 


. 


y ailities 
es 


ities. 


the pr 


tation of or 


5 Sig ‘tae Taveescs substance 
Lie eonmposed of cubstantial parts > 
_Feally sareegraeele 


Aatomentsy whieh sre to 


onto way te agwuaed onlin 


piasties ‘p parts separate in 2 OM a... 
a te not only conmosed of matter and form,hich 
mtial parte and of diverse ahe aeters; but it 

snared of integral ; narte,eny one of which | 
yond these parts are not in the same, situetion;: 
Tey th ey are separite in cituationjsnd wok vend 
y somos oa of parts end is not commored of 
BE ipatern wens ie eommased of subetantial 
sovarate in situation. Again,vhen a plese of 
“dividea into to equal parts,no ¢ NS twine), 
ing to itself “_— whole is generated, but there 
om tro substanoes really distinet;for in any other 
mA pieos of wood is divided into halves,tnhe 
te vowld remain with the subject in one half; 


‘ore, according to this argument,no substance new 


substances making one Bf @f yood,end did not 


st together in the same place; therefore, they existed : 7 a 


efove as tore partes of one whole stick, separete in 
ituation. Again, one half of the etiek gan he destroy- 
while the other is not destroyed} put such a dese 
ruction is a destruction of subetan no} therefore, t SOS, 
thstance,thich existed nefors,ic now destroyed. And 
at is manifest that some substance,vhich existed be- 

foreynoy remains; therefore, there existed before tro 

ubstantial parte of the seme etick of wood, composing 

ne atiek. Ags sin, the whiteness, rhich éntete in 8 pisse 

woOd,is a whole in some whole ani vart in partisither ae | a 
here is & whole in some whole substance and nart in part, 


there is a whole in come whole necident wand part 


part. If the firstoah | bile, granted, the sroposition 
mainteined,that there is some eubstance comporced 


Hstantial parts sevarate in situation, ; ust as parts 


Thitoness are separate in place and situs itions If 
he second statement is grantedsit is necessary to : 
some primary subject to that secident,so that 
may be a whole in a'whole subject and part in 
t. “And if, indeed, sunstance is such a subieet,the 
position ie maintained; put if seeiee 
total subject of that accidentsthen T inquire 
out the subject of that secident just as about the 
nner and it becoues hovessary to avply the process 
efinitely,or that having extension 
i \ ; a . &- 


in pepe 80 
en there eould b 
“Bou r juet as a reasonable dane 
ly end a whole tn any | 
whole under . rome 
pout this 


similia aritys? ned mee the eoul d 


— ended - oo 


, ong! HOveVver » 
nguished from one anoth ee one part 
royed, the other er not destr ‘oyed jand not only 
rt | hile they rewein, they | gen be 
“cbteatedesctalatege distinet wholecs 
e of rood or @ stone is divided, - 
ts a emi vn 


moles and not partss yet th hey are not 


nucge 


ao veior aloite thing ‘gan by 
“divine > wer exist without a at 


preceeding fundamental prinoipas this state- 
: be joinedynenely, that the infinite and in- 
make every thing ab-~ 
to, prior by nature and preserve it ae naturally voste- 
Exithout an avsolute thing,really distinct ac- 
ss A whole. 
e differentyit isay depe 


en ads upen or 


9s ite own essential causejhnd ve manifestly held 


ISOC gi 


Givine pover produces 


ot without # netieel cau 


gut that God ean nraduce 


aa 


and 
yp prior without a subsequent. Againya subse= 
| 30% .be the cause of # prior. Therefore, 
not exist without a euhsequent, 
atemont wust not be cons sidered,unles Sy because 
sequent thing is the naturel effect, naturally 
halite it is clear that the di- 


aR end preserved the esuse without an 


whosexcer GQd,>Drevented the fire of tie 


“ot he oh 


i yet the Pang 
Jountless other 


nernnce from consuicing the servants of God 


eer é 
ene, 


ate 


rout “produotng 


z naturally prior 1 is pro- 
L preserved Athos a subsoquerite . Acainyan 
nore upon ite orn subject | 


* sooveryrrtor by neture up iis 


eR neaident | upodn . ‘ties oe sibjedt, 
will — ore snd to bite oreserved 
stipe ow 
Tra 
esrefore, it 
over God ean imnke 
prior by nature vith 
great is the divine vover. 
ng ths orn creatures te cola do whatever 


Aecoraing to this argent, if He ereatec 


a netureal object, ae de not necessitated 


= 
Bates of all things, according re 
will, can make, preserve and maintain a 
gequent, there ought to be no doubt 
‘iB eee 
the sane power can produce and preserve any 
“whatever : without ever “y absolute 
inhering in (it. Por if the virtue 
“without a ¢ subject,it 
br ‘power to preserve and wain- 
erdject without every nceident. ror 
a more perfect and more actual, aperoseni ng 
e substance than an accident, 
aa Less voon en aeeident than an 


Istance,since secording to reason ss 


istic of a substance for it to exist 


1uDo0n sone thing else; 
eee than the 
- Yo heltevory ino believes and holds that the 
cone al the altar with 
Dew 
sould wy the sane ics subsist without an 
 state- 


Wiget ne 


19 aoaident is a eane ga ae a part of the substance 
it adheres; therefore, no eontradiction is 

iin the statement that s substance 2an sub- 

ge without an aecident. Again, everything, which 
let GOd,if anything else has existencesmust really 
reated by Cod; sthereforeyno accident could exist 

| oreate substarnde,unless God of Nis own free will 
given existonees to it. But the divine power is 


a 


ject to no creature;therefore, thers is no contre- 


5 


min the statement that,if aise please God, 
oo 3 : 
ecident can not sttsin existence in a ereated 
tance. ssailandeatal the existence of an acoldent necessarily 
7s uron the existences of & substance, this ¢an not 
en excest for env one of theee reasons:¢ither be- 
se an accident is vart of a cubstance,and dg &@ whole can 
viet without narts;or because a substance is the 
ot of G1 aeeident ani an effect presiropeser its : 
cause; or hbeeause a substance is the natural ane 
“aecident,and a supposed tause is assumed and the. 
met follows in order. Sut that an agcident is not 
or @ substance is’ ina mifest ftom the Holy Pathers 
ell as from the philosovhors;since it is known to 
that a stibetanee is « composed of substances, not, 
eidents; therefore, no ac eident gould be a part 


HY substance. Nor does it suffice to sey, that a 


ae 
mt 


-siainaeunlen that ‘the ounizotent Ged,to. 


oe Geen othe previous statements,1t is 
conclusion se eleer reasoning, that in every sense 
he word it 1s not impossible vith Ge, omnir poten 
mor will it deserve to he denied thine He could 
orve substance without an accident inhering in 
just eae it is not impossible fo Nim to preserve 
a. prior without = subsequontsvhicn ean 
onfirined from this argmment by another reason. 
| God over ell the individuals: of 
| no leee efficacy then has ¢reated virtde 
one individu of the same species of destenntea 
efficacy 


w“rhetenae trithont 


viten’ of any sveciecs. Therefore, the 
‘of Cod gen make thie cwhetenee withont ony 
a2 of that species of a desiensted accident. 
istiowe thet for thie reason the omntpotonee of 
n make thie erhstence vithont every individunl 
} oh Aocording to the ¢ 
reason, if an immerfeect, created virtue nOgses oe 
officney that 1% sovld preserve any scubctance 
every individual of ony enecies of areldent,in- 


effieacy that it 


w7412 not the imaezeur 
strength enough to preserve water without 
le quality? Prom this argucent,it seens 


hatysince inferior causes,impotent except 
of divine power,2an produce and 


: ‘ * ‘ ie 


@ substance without thie and thet aecident, 


not be impossible to me intsin o substance with 
accident. And if it should plea: 


on any sibstanze 


@ wonderful an 


and, eonsearen tay i, wad. eeuus enough to 

“substance + without. an accident; but it is ale 
neoupatinie vst, the ounipotence of God in 
cigs 


m epeneN) and 


inoteaty bebiever dares to aye st God aesires 


ee it frow | plage ak: For if natural causes 


ie 
oe 


‘end introduce many absolute secidents, into the 


oe Stn on satan tat »* way erect 


Paty 


ident inhering in a subetance ean be dientroyea 

nout the transference of the mibstence or any part 
+ from place to nlacajor that substance vill he 

ed loecallyy7hich ean not be grented. According to 

% argunent thet substance is separated from ite own 
eture;not only because it could not transfer ite salt 
any iteteionve of vlace,not dovrnvard sines it doses 
Peoveens the princihle of penetrating the earth, 

t as when it had seeidents;and it ean not move it- 


f upward just.as it sould not beforgandyfpgptipe  .- 


aR Ne see 8 


/Yeason neither forward nor backrardgnor is it 
Lernaliv¥ py any natural agent,es 48 BYeArpy in- 


Lion;put also besause,cither the whole substance 


change ites entire place,whieh can not be granted, 
the varts of the substance, whion were before se- 


ed,came togetheor,As it ver 


stetepene points which can 
- granted,since no such princinle of moving ex- 
ts there;and,if there vera,thpre could not be « 


ger Treason vhy they should wanttetennerpithteeres, _ 


ta the rast,nor gould there be any reason why 


dle part cthavld he moved ‘horantocomuatpatetis 


e more than to another point near the end. Again, 
" preserving the entire substance of that voodsHe 
a hoth destroy @ll the absolute seeidents of one 
and preserve the ‘absolute accidents of the other 
svhich ig not immoseibie witn God, just as tt ie 

impossible for Him to deatroy a half of the white~ 


of one white body and preserve the other half of 


and at the sane tine vnile oe this 
arate the whole enbe ‘tance of the weed froin ites on 
eave vould that, nelf of thet substance £07 


that part of the subetanee,all of whose agcidents 


been destroyed,enter into enother vart or totelly 


ate itself from that vart by ite on virtue? Tt 


b possible to contede any result such ae ean be 


lished hy erented vorer. Therefore, that part of 


— stance removed fromeits orn natuveg#will remain; 


2h God @¢an by tis Owe wantvotéenDe remove sll 
ute accidents inhering in it hy destroying or 
nevarating them; therefore, God “An preserve a 

ange Loeally unmoved and destroy every absolute 

nt inhering in it, Againyevery material aphatance 


ture lly in a place either ctiram-orivrtively or 


n tively,e snecielly if tha nlsae eyrrounic the 


ange iteelfitherefore, it ic exietent under netiural 


nts in © vlaceyand is crescent in » plaeejend just 
is naturally prior to the aseidents themselver, so 


* naturally. present én the slaee itself hefore its 


| aeoidents ere oreeont in that ple? Be Therefore, ko 
padiction ie involved in the statement that God 
ves & substance present in a viace vithout local 
lation of any wart at all of the evbstanee, tithe 
) presence of aecidente ad that vlace. Tt is, 
fore, estebliched that He,vho svake end all things 


@,ean by the same virtue vreserve a sibstance 


separate the 


« Ghapter xv. 


A material substance through. 
ite orn intrinsic setts de ares 
sent in the place in which it / 
is edt cin cari hed, ; 


+ 


tn gonnection with thet which } nas been demonstret— 


pefore gonecerning the distinetion of substantial 


separate in position and composing an extended 


cubstanee;it must nor be shorn that an exe 


ta yrnion are substances,is . oe sent La tne 
which it is elrounseriped, co that it is through ir a 
ar as B whole in the place and through a part in 
rt cof the place;for indeed every things which is 
ent in a place through itself or throush sone 
. elae present vith it,is present in that vlace. 
efore,sinse a materiel substance is present in 
“plage which circunseribes it,ythere is need that 
material substance be otesent in that vlace by 
5) f or through something vith which it is presents 


~ 


1 is also present in that place. For I not only 


e it is vresent in a plses;because just as the sun gg 


is. pres ent in a place as though an object not 


te from the place. If it is conceded that wa- 


othiine eles hi 

ho whieh the 

vibtaal opie 
th 

"ese 


ve 
— 


~ h at & 


a, through hie aie 


werore, if 


my 


are Drece o2 


ba 
ubstan 


hy at 


ae Fax bo 


ms ig ta 


whieh th 
that 


a substen 


bee cukt ’ 


in its o7n ple 


subeaty 
heh 


ST. s 


vy nen 


ay 


Yaa te 


‘is not 
itself 


nt inhering in 


with 


state- 


os 
ca 


tre thing 


any 


WS 


tate en nt 


ally,t titroug? 


itself igs 


it will be pre- 


e through itself 


fea 


"ith thins cident; 


ce through ite om 


cubeteane? 


ace 


Na nc Shoal 


— which at fo or 


nt ey! 


See 
so Betve “bubetahe’ 


aged al gutb= 


ed or he a cuantim; therefore, either the substance 


in the manner already stated present with thet aceident 


s@cond vrovosition can not be conceded; because con- 
ring that medium with which the substance is pre- 


9f raise the auestion just as before soneerning 


stance itself through 


fF is present with that accident in a quantita, so 


tha whole, losally yie present in the 
o16 and part in parte Ginee this is conceded,I pro- 


i forther as follovs:every substenge, which through 


lf or through perts intrinsie in itgis present 


some quanti having part outside of part,and its orn. 


is present in a part of that whole,hae vert se- 
rate from part through itself formally and through 


s intrinsic in it,and every suen cart is through 


nif cireunseribed in a place surrounding it;for 
hing more is requited for this argument,that some- 


ng is civewnseribed in a place, bhanctik 


ugh itself formally vart sevarate from part,al- 


1 part;therefore,s substance is circumscribed in 


‘lace by iteelf end by parte intrinsic in it. From 


argument it follove that a substance throug 


theougn parts intrinsic in itself is present in 
lace. That the accidents are present in a place ris 
in opposition to those bbe Lemont es becauee, her: many 
nes are not separate locally,they are present in 
same place. Therefore, since a aubstanee ie not 
patated from its orn accldents,notvithstanding that 

© substance is present in a plageythe acgidents then 


@lves have been able to be present in the same place. 


biskiedects yeove * that the rade 
woneining dn ne seorement oF Baad 


tat one sins be adduced through 


kay 7 appear to : any one, that ‘the quantity 
in the saeranent of the altar ic not an abs 
venity: dictinet t frou the quelities reueining 
stance of the body of sheistjand that sone 
eceded vefore eonsecration whieh was not 
thing really dietinet from the substance 
bread which does not romain after the conseera- 
“reason that the substance of the bread 
Aste iTomeversT revast the protestation 
| bho: aida osaindl of this little ee 


that which 


ons ability peeause or the elds 


pasanan to belie eve with the saauhe la 


‘ae 


ae 


! un at per ie icine 
tal ov accident elsheving va act soparete frou 
part outside of pa arts is 


a _quantiniiy beenuse every 
the wand is really extended; but no +7 idng 


quent un; therefor 


ge — havin; 


ie ee 
a. 


& part 


nae ee ss daanaoada 
gus to be unde Tstood by all, 


oe 


tnis argtuncnt it further follows 


something 


| quantum is eit 
ity as though in its o 


et ae ae 


rid. Bub 
a) 


we it is a viene s nei 
ow quantity; for ae 2 | 


yy 
ait 


ect of a quantity y< 


modes” thet soothing is a quantim;it is 


oe 


thing + not renily distinet from 


2 duentity. 
is statement: it an be concluded that every- 


userintively in a placesis quan- 
wh is oinowes covintively in a 
plage and part in & parts 


for this reason an angel 


serintively in a place;therefore, that vhich 


eriptively in 9 placeyis a whole in a whole 


a art;but everything of the kind has part 


just as parts of a place are separ: 


parate from partyis 


herefore,every thing per se a unit existing 


eirewnseriptively is 9 quantun;and for the 


on it appears that every quantun paving part 


om part is circwnssoriptively in 2 


is some place encompassing it;for ever 
nd is in a place in sven a manner that a 
whole place and pert in partyand cons 


iptively in the place. 


“dhepter XVIT. 


, In which eertein ¢ gaheineions es 
the proposition ere proved. 


iy q oe “ same ge te 
= he aabeaeibine) an of wh {ak 


“ea and aon Os Nel nely st t. at 


an absolute &b ing res Aly dis tinet Pron Ze) eat ANLGG, 


7 


iat sole quantity is mot an absolute thi he really .. 


ea 


inet from a a quality. cee tea tT wee nae appear to. 


& passage of the most Holy Tathor, the 


or, John of Damascus, 7ho states 


i aret 
ntity, #+e-the 


Gennes, aa 


fenus, sith eteang “1 


af 
hud 
3 
a 
ct 
mot 


esyhnich gan not be tre if every quanys vy is a 


‘Peally distinct from substance 3. thence states 
% 


venerable Tather, John of Dainecons! "Therefore, 16 
SAYS, "hor nossibte ay ae SOT the same thing to 
luced decording to wie pursore to one principle 
ecording to another mirrtecs to anothe 
mberpand cert ain inathematicel things, which have heen 
toned ‘hefore, are resueed to a quanti; as,moreover, 
| , Bhitude and truly stated im- 
Yy under that which is according to the apposite; 
on and small are named hatraes their op- 


"Tiscon vith % 


foe 
‘aed 
ad 

wl 
a 
_e 
mae 
> 
2 


to quentity, ater 


a the ese are the 
tates that the same thing is waierbice i under 


sane thing,sas bodys We Longs 


ty 


iy 


4 genusyquantityy 


ss oben natin 


the sare things? 


Fant for whieh reason it gan be ménevred, 


aleo to.the zenuc, qnentitvjrhich sold net he 


& 


y akevy aventity were a thine really distinct 


th : bat * Not ca PRET EC ce 


Sree 


a certain natur al object sommoced of antter 


. 


ye 


“erme whitenes: 
suhicats VeLOngS to the 
ality sand, pecenco, the seme whiteness 


“thing paving part outsid 


ae es huatdon, belongs to the 


not 


or the same thing. 


4 heb agcoraing ‘ o AY is to ile 


be the same to sayyquantun ic substence: 

i quantity is substence or quality. And _ 

is comuonly assorted taat Avictotle stete 
Pocteriores;tnet “that negative ie i 


quantity",is false;because he 


| Fenotely wention there cubstence or 


“All the qualities 4 in Shenwnes® 
vament of the alter a ate not one 
sidniid' foot of a single quantity. 


the fomwerya ¢ goneral gonelisionyas 8 TELS, 


areanent or the altar are not one subject or 

Le quantity on ageount: of whigh those qualities 
salied « quanta. Just as a wan is called white be- 

is the subjec ot of whiteness,or a Cire is e¢alled 
se it is the subject of heat; for ho agcident 


?* was per se ean wsint orimarily as 
“ty one of mes and one nart of the santadnt 


0 assert that sometimes it FRE oS 
pisos of 7000 is plased in water so that 


ag is in oe air ana ded part ds in the 


Ss 
i= 


has. been eecouphished, they say that sone 
oristang an a | whole is one in number and 
, ? * seycince one part 
sO. some neetden 


tomtom is a unit 


mt tn acoontads an eacident one in nuKcbor neo 


ES one part is wit in one of 


ae in fe rans instanee advanced 


rs in one RR ee hui anotier 
in another. Therefore, it is plain that an instance 
t he Found contrary to the provoasition asserting 
“agetdent one in number ean exist in soothing 
At through agerecation avg dl nd yet. that one part 
| But at is inani~ 
anent 
‘ nat a vnit unless 
rogntions and it is clear that one part of that 
ity is not eubjectively in one of those qualities 
nother in anothet's buen, 4 follows that all 
qualities are not the subiec i. of a quantity one 
niher. Ageingno acoident one in niusber 
3 two aly trough: the ona eda natural 
8 primary subiee 
apcident 
white- 
» subjeot of white- 
2 consider eat 5 prduary subieot,whieh is 


ect eee accident and no part of it is the 


of thstyaceddent ana if the prisary 


On 


‘ 
ei 


suiamenantin 


% 


ae remain, eke it follove 


2 maibor is at fir et subjectively 


‘prior qualitic 


a0 xt ion ,ecitne 


whole pa et an any 


mieny, subjeets, hic 
: t cuont a 


be 


is counted according to the enumeration 


distinct unless 


Aistinet,if any one of them is 


tree x0 that 2 | distinot quality is the eubiect of 


= 


es is altogether pred eee and 


“guatattecsvhion is tricomp 


atible,besause it 


a 


om foltoy that 5. substance ¢ a quahtum with 


of whten it would be the Srmeatnte subfeet and - 
a quanti with other quantities of which 
the mediate subjects because bd ipa ne 


tone noatnting qualities ef whieh it is _the sub 


to tne snoonemaity | nat tro dimensions exist at 


Lane a eubs stance ist me mien 


le 


{ 
tO ee 
Bits 


teaik in this fashion,iio not speak eonsistentiv.e 


in,although seeording to some it is not ineonsis~ 
% to maintain that distinet anante exist together, 
on are of 2 different ahearacter,or of the same 


fer-the-less thet diverse 


mae 


Tacter,yet meking a unitipe 
ntities of the same species most esrecially those 
meking a quantity one in number exist togethers 
ears impossible naturally or through Created Povrer. 
if any quality could be the subject of 6 distinct 


tity,those acuantities could not make a quantity 


in nwaber,ynor could they be distinguished im 
sies;thorefore,they could not exist at the same 
in the same plieeejand so it is manifest that not 


quality is the subject of a distinct quantity. 


. } 
chapter Xe 


The quantity remaining is not ; 
subjeetively in one quality ane, 
not in another. / 


oreover, that only one BOTS ere oe is subjeetive- 
n one quality and not in another,does not remain, 
that the remaining qualities sre not subjects of 
t quantity,is shovn fvou this statemsent,tnat,if 


one quality could be the subjeet of that quantity, 


in qualities sould not he quantities nor 
etively in a quantity,nor could. a quantity be 


gecetively in them. Sut it wee stated before that thats 


nor subjectively in a quantity,nor the subject of a 


ity,is not 4 quantwo;end so the ,gR 


quenta from that quelity vhiah vas the subject 


that quantity;vhich is known to be false. 


ee it is wenifest that all the qualities rome 


the srorament of the altar are broken and divided, 
rhen the host is divided, all eliniler qualities 

Ain with each vert of the host, ior oen “Za ve said 
one quality is the immediate subject of a cuantity, 
@ other quality is the mediate subject of 4 

ity. And, therefore, any onc is a quantum, because 
antity mediately ov immediately is subjectively 
“qualities; thie statement,I say,can not hold; 
ise,if ane quality gould be the immediate subject 
quantity ana another the mediate,sthis statement 


not be true,unless heecauce the suelity,vhioh is 

e immediate cunieet of the aneantitv,was subjectively 
that quality whieh ie the mediate atthi eat of the 
bAity ; but this statement if olearly found to be 
sa,for one ¢orvoresl cuelity is not the subject of 
other corporeal quality;for aoler is not the eubiect 
 eokor, for then & eolor mold really and truly be 
ite aie’ bidokewhioh is abcurd. From this argument, 
tefore,it follows among other statements, that no 
neroete of any quslity is cvredicated of an abstract 
another; for it is slear that one duality is not the 
ject of another auality. This goencluseion is also 
tablished by another argiacnt;for the destruction 
tie accident follove aither mediately or limmedistely 
n the destruction of the enbiest. Tf, therefore, that 
Lity gould be the subject of another auelity,it 


ld be necessary thet »vhen the qnality is destroyed which 


immediately in the evbstanse ac in Ber 
other qualities vould be destroyed. And so if a. 
gible quality is the imvediate subjeet of another 
ceptible by another sonse aud that of another, and 


gntinuing in order,it voula necessarily obtain 


lities are removed. Therefore.from all the state~ 


ts ~reviously mentioned,it ean evidently be 4on- 


Shepter xxT. 


In which 1t ie troved by the 
testimony of the catholi? Doo 
tors that aualities are not svb- 
jJestively in a cuantity different 
Prom a substance. 


the previous statements it remains to denon- 
ite that the qualities rewaining in the sserament of : 
altar after consecration are not subjectively in . 
mtity just as in a subjcct subtaining them. And : 


sonelusion ie to be confirmed, by the testimony 


Megteter contentiartiny 


meil on the De Summa Trinitate et fide Catholica, 
anaimze", also avoroved. "If a question is raised",he says, 
cerning the accidents which remainythat 1 is, concerning 
nem : 


what subject they are 


pit seems to me that ot tenet pe admitted that they 
st without a subject rather than that they exist in 
a From this passage it is clear that it is 
ecordange with the intention of that Doctor, that 


ae] alities, taste, heaviness,and suonde 


he sacrament of the Altar,sare not in — gub 
tively snd @eonsequently do not exist in a quality as 
subject sheeause they would not then be vithout 
feet but in a subject. Nor is it sufficient to 


that ‘he > does not intend that thoce qualities exist 


azist without 4 me Pui 


adde:"Seeause there is no ls ius thers except 


ce no cidents." This responges say,d0es not suffice 
use it never fallovs, that any accident exists vitn- 
a subject as long as it subsists in ite own vrimary 
medtete subjcet. Sut if the qualities remaining 
er conseerstior could exist in a quantity as in a 


ects the quantity would be the imnediate subject 


ently and consequently as long es they would 


‘Quantity, hey vould not beist without 6 subject. 


4 
psome aceident can never be said to be eubsisting 


s@,as long as it subsists in its own mediate eub- 
But aecotding to the same Doetor the qualities 


fing in the sacrament of the SLLARORS 


so;for when he speaks of the que slities of which 
poke before,that they exist without a subjeet,he seys: 


accidents remain subsisting per se _ 


feithyby which 


rm and matter is concealed. "Therefore,it is ap- 


‘that it is in saceordance vith the intention of 


skies: every subject. From this argument it 


that they do not exist in a quantity as in a 


exist there without e subjeot"; from this statement 
ity the eecidents exist rithout 


subject than thet they are brokeneAgsingthere is no 


s in a subject than for another quality:but the quality 


taining in the sacrament of the altat: deauobotuexist 


the quantity as in a subjeet,for it is elear that 
nderosity is a quality;for ageording to it something 
ae seid to be of such 4 charatterj;and yet the ponderosity 
taining there doss not exist in a quantity as in a 


ject. Secause if sondsrosity eould exist in soue=- 


thing as in a subjset,tnst subdiject so. .ld: ¥ealwy and 


ly be ponderous as every subjeet,in whieh there is 


tar after consecration is ponderous by means of that 
nderosity which remains in the same sacrament. A 
tain gloss .on De voneséecratione, Distinetion TI..on 

t chapter,"Si per negligentiam",clearly confirus 

% statemont. In that gloss he addresses those rho 


hhe..ctateuent that he affirus that aecidents 


111 to the earth as follows:"3ut it is objected, since 
accidents alone rewain there",slso "the aceidents 


said to fall,sltiough they do not have hesviness. 


Y 
ie 


eateis warm;but nothing remaining in the sacrament of the 


& 
oo 
sf 4 
- 
ay: 


es 


Y Gonsecration,yet it does not exist in something 


h gan be ¢alled rondsrous from thatns 


sume Yeason there is nothing whito there, but 
whiteness @giste there;and there is nothing vhite 


re as ponderosity is thore,and hhthe 


there is no subject there sustaining taste,deriv- 
ite name from taste. From this argument it plain- 
follors that atantity is not a subject informed by 
e6 qualities nor deriving ite name from them For 
it vere under those qualities,it would truly be 
evous,vATm or cold,white,sweet or bitter, 7hich 


elainly contrary to the praviouslv mentioned gloss. 


her point ean aleo be dravn from the vreeeding 


ei eos ’ 


Syneamely,that in the sacrament of the sltat | 
riness does not exist;fronm this statement 


follovs that a quantity having hneavinece does not 
st there,sincse every permanent and continuous 

ity is a line or a surface or a body. Therefore, 
quantity having heeviness was there,then it vould 
ecessary that there shovld he there either ea Line 
ng heaviness,or a surface having heaviness, or 


per 
a gs 


tf it ean not be said that 


dy having heaviness. 3ut , 
ne or 4a surface has heaviness and not a bodv, becatice 
previously eited gloss states that a body alone hes 


sss;from this statement it follows that,if some 


having heaviness exists adsanicans this prameent 


... of thet nonderosity, and for that reason 


rould be necessary to say tha quantity is the 


gots 


ibject of other qualities;rut that all qualities 


— 


Hist there subsisting vet, vy divine virtue. Again, 


“oly Mother Ia: Vidiblaaliaias mitins the sacrament § 


the body of Christ reads as follons: "the socident se 


out a subject in the samae thing that faith may 1 ho 


gea,while the invicible soncesled bv a different 


dee ie visibly ressivei,and the sensesywik 

i Peto them,ara rendered free fron 

eptiong Prom these vreceding rasearzes and many 

ere it is elearly astaplished that not only one 

dent exists without a auahieot in the sacrament of 
eitar, put thet aceidents exist vithout © subject, nsinely, 


the qualities from which the senses jndre;vhioh 


a be true if ail ane qualities vere in « arantity 

ge ina TE since that is the opinion 

ny Doctors who are ta be rovered, namely, the uagiste® : 
ntiarumyHostiensic, Ganfridi,and of many other ¢ eg a 


f 


rs on the deerees and deoretals;it seems consistent 
the Catholic faith to say that all the aunlities 
ning in the saeranent of the altar after conseeration 


t exist in something, neither in a quentity nor 


ar h 


f those wontioned is plains for Hostiensts. 


ae oe delovratione Micsarunn # Orn uarthee"s 
gloss on De coneeorationa, DistinetiontI., "Tn 
torunm, and the Wagister Sententiarwa In Book 
tinetion TI. 2sita three opinions eoncerning 
conve wsiongof the bread into the body of christ: "ones 
Be eky)*eererts that that substance, whi gh vas 
4 at firstsis afterwards the flesh and the blood 
et. The second ocinion holds that. the substance of the 
a d of the wine geaser to exist and the saecidents 
ains nanoly, tastes color, honviness, and likeness; 
nder those accidents the body of Christ begins to 
here. The third opinion holds that the evbctanece 
end of the it remiins there snd that the body 
at Mirae seine place ond under 
* The second opinion is approved by all the 
tes mentioned ; from all of thoi | t+ appears that 
ent and authorized Destors maintained only | 
that the qualities rewain per se without a subject; 
herefore they did not asert taht tho qualitias 
subjectively in s nothing. VWhererore, any also, ho 
that the qualities rewaining in the sacrament of 
or exist in & quantity just es in a subjeat, cite 
passages: or the authorizes Doctors to prove that 
cteceriniestenarestsee ote without a sitb- 


A 


oot ina 
Fete tet of he ete = Sententinmum on 


i Bacebive +o the SPMG wit iayt, ton 


ge other Dector PSyo8 Hostions eis 


vet T have roune that they 


mh to one reseiving the body 
Pistyhe states ac follows:*continwing in thy visible 
grester then thy- 


reas 28 OF aquantit bvivet Shoe ant the 


3 


a nico thyself." Kcaingthe gloss on thot 


Gone seoratione 1» Distination It., "Dupliciter": 


He had on the oross,or according 
the glorifies hody which oe epiritually 
s subject to no cence." Agnin in the | 
i visible quantity 


iered in this myectery;but the virtue 


sacrament; where the gloss states: "The quantity 


be so estimated that the body of dhrist is 


under 8 smaller quantity and greater in ® larger 


the authorized Dootors,7ho have discussed the sacrament 


thing else with reference 


Sea syy et it ie clear from the passages previously 


ad that it ean neither direetiy nor indirectly be 
acluded thet the qualities exist in aquantity juat 


Reet tfiet effect the gloss on that chapdér be 


geectations, Dietinetion TI. ’ neo Nerenga sedis th eT x 


confess that heaviness and the other qualities 
the saerament are perceived by the bodily senses 
I acknowledge thet under thoge species broken end 
“ymieh worngthe entire and 7 unbroken body ‘of Shrist 


and treat the whole 


ey thet the whole ic vetetyed: 
satens Motion thet he ealle the epecler,rhich ho 

are broken and vorn,qlities;therefors,to no : 
ae roUuld some quentitys7hioh gould be the sudjest 


Shapter XXIT. 


The statement that a quantity 
really distinct from a stbstance 
is not the subject,quantum,ir the 
gaerament of the altarsyic also con- 
; , firmed by the testimony of the phi- 
a losopherse 


ne As ceanrit that a quantity voally dietinet from 
ubstance is not the subject of qualities sould be 
onfirined not only by the testimony of the Holy Fathers 
nt also by the testimony of the philosovhers. Therefore, 
is sufficient to cite Aristotle,the Prince of phi- 
mhers.But he says in the Praedicomontis that substance 
ne ie cuscertive of contraries through change of 
fjand he galls this the sroverty of substance 

sper, But if there zould exist betveen substance 
qualities one quantity bherénpeihinme wedia and 
staining sensible and corvoresl qualities,it is 


fest that that aquentity vould be suscertive of 


it is asteblished,beceuse it would Freceive at one 
rhiteness, at another time blaeknees;at one time 
would be warmsat another time coldjat one time 

is sveet,at another time bitter;end so a thing 
erent from a substance vould be susceptive of a 


aties. Again,according to the same vhilevovher a 


ration according to sensibis quality is distinguish- : 


necessary for it to lose @ own qualities. 


oreforesa white body niaje become vari fied, andy Then 
is has been aecouplishad, it gan not be conceded 
hat it loses the former whitenc as and gaine a ner 
itences; for nothing is here an 8 gent whieh ean ine 


ce whiteness spike this body;but this ean net be true 


quantity is a: Wwetveen substance and quelities; 


for if it is a mediums it.deemgepesary that the rare- 


"ied substance have a nev quentity,just as will be 


since tho newness of its 


ated and shown J git 
n aceident follows in consequence of the newness of 
fhe subject,it is nesessary that whiteness should be 


and for the same reason any quality existing sub 


etively in that guentity vould be new. ; 


Chepter X¥XTTT. 


The bean te yenaining i thes 
eaerament is not ean abcolrte thing 
Teally distinet from the qualities 


remaining in the same sacrament. ; 
rom the preceding statements,it evidently foliors : 
at the quantity remaining in the sacrement of the : 
er is not sn absolute thing 
qualities remaining in the sacraments. Fat 
ler Prat ine in a stills as ina swblectyor BR 
ect of a quantity and is not subjectively in a 
tity,and it is manifest mR : qualities after 
evation are quanta,since they ere long,vide and 
epi therefore, it foliovs that those qualities are : 
ta,and not throvgh quantity shih is an absolute ec a 
really adistinet from those qualities. Againga | ; 
B having part separate from vart is a ieee : 
t is manifest that the vonderesity remaining’ : 


@ sacrament of the altar has part separate. t70 
a wa ic a a oh ie 4 auantine and not 


any other quality will be a quantum and not 
an ity really distinet from thet. : 


| ‘merere: eembebvation snot was ia 

one quantity vhich vas not an abso 
‘osiene thing really distinat from” 
hind aed ying a of the or 


- convincing arene nde 
gee that before consecration 


was not an absolute thing 


not remain after consecration, just as the sub- 


not vremein. And this conelusion 
<i Badeod be dedused from the 
opaptor,s Fox ita quality ould 


without Q quantity really qistinet, this 


arate | " etuation just as the parts of a 


iee.toir oan not be peparate without se- 


re. yould Also nave peen a quante not 


f 


Thererore, 


deetroved 


pody of Christ Le consecrated, shich seens 


‘the dicta of evniads Pathors,or it 


the bread 


thetanees Of the bread, and 
ly does not remain, just as the substance of 


aped not ’rometts 


"OVO 9 substance oan be a quantwa with- 
ed thing really distinet sous to it. 
shorn pefrere that the divine porer ean 
4 preserve every substance without every abso- 
ident inhering in ote It was als proved thats 


typed a a 
MG he divine ag ‘ eo in the future 


Oc cnten or destroy or ‘ance ell 


not eompelleda to trans~ 


substance from place to place or to change 


a I deduce this pro- 


oh is ie a quontuas mnoved preeegen agecora- 
teclf ns a whole and any substantial vart of it, 


freely. or " gontingent ly, end to dectiroy avery 


OES agent destroys some accident of the sane 


ject without the destruction and local change of 


subjeet;it must not, herefore,be said that it is 


prptble for the divine pover,to which all things 


completely subjected, to destroy every quantity, 


oh ds an absolute aecident inhering in that wood, 


ut, the destruction of that wood and without local 


bate 
RS 


e of the same.’ P8sny this has been secomplisheds 


ist he sadd that that substance is s quantuing since 


cy, 


has part outside of vart just as before;for unle Ss 


of that substance rere separatasgas before, 


could not be an entire substance in 4 whole 
eg e 


ace and perts in vert,just as previously before the 


ruetion of the accident;snd unless,as a consequences 
substance was locally moved,rvhich is contrary 

he proposition. 7 hat substange is,therefore,*® 

entum and eeceording to the proposition no accident, 

n ic an absolute accident, inheres in it, because 
Fding to the proposition every such accident is 


yed thyough the divine pover; therefore, that 


» through divine + paver yn0 part of, ab is. dex 


oa « or corrupted: thereforey the owbetantial parts 


ptainedy 
e  . that every rida 
parts separate in place and situstionyis a 
tin; or : or whether those varts are not penanate in place 
tuatdony hich ean not be granted, because it vould 
frou: thia argument that they would be locally 
» For if they are not loeally ee vere 


e looally merene th 


ae one of shee has = gol IE ghangedse So 
ke ne part of that substances nanelysA and I niin 

“Agooerists with that part of the place 

t previously existed or does not coexist with 

et of the place. qf it does cooxiets for the. 
reason another pert of that substance coexists 
another part of the Phace with which it aoexisted 
exfrom. which it follows that the whole substance 

s with the whole place and part in part,and 
uently that entire substanse has varts separate 
rT if A does not ooexiet ; with that part 


i 


is presont in something at first and eftervards 


not remeainygis not present in that place,is ne- 
wily transferred from place to place;and so that 
4 would change the entire place,which is contrary 


ie proposition. Nor is it sufficient to say that 


ch is an aecident of that subsetance;and for that 
ny then that quantity is destroved,there is no sub- 
ce in the place,nor is it locally changed, because 


nes not heen theologicsaliy stated. Tor: 


the authorized Dectors and in accordance vith the 
vnretation of the ¢anonical Seren An angel 
in & place and is transferred frou one place to 
her, as much soever it ie not a auentun but is in- 
[sibile,s lacking all the varts ereated to be separate. 
@ally;therefore,it vould be much more appropriate 
a substance having perts ereated to be separate 
eolly to be in a place and pe changed locally,al- 


eh 4t scoapialy have a quantity vyhieh is an absolute 


son the sontraryiing matter hoy much a substance 


be serarate fron avery accident,vyet it will be 


‘part of it wiki be in a place;and then I esk 


ate 
es 
ae 


ce 
ee 


as 


Tas before and ie considered extended,or is in e- 


her place and consequently is changed Logs Liy, which 


contrary to the vvroepesition. Nor is it sufficient 


say that that substance is not in a place eireun- 


rwiptively put def ‘initivelys boeause to say this is 


concede the PRD POSs She For if the former proposition 
Srnvained, froin this very statement that that substance 
in a place definitively,it will be in a vlaee cirom- 


vtively;the reason for this is;beesause if that 


_ that any part of it is in a place de~ 


gaid that it is,for the sane 


in another ve art definitively; 


ethan de 5ut every whole having 
te separate Seusity is in a place cirowsecriptively; 
pefore, thst entire substance is in a place cireun- 
tively jtheroforey that whole substance is cireun- 
rtively in a plage, But if it is stated that Ais 
definitively in thet part of a place in which it 
beforeseitnor this is because it is elsewhere aefi- 
ely and consequently is logally changed, or because 
not cowewheres which gan net be conceded, since 


hn @n angel uust be placed somevhere.e lowever,if 


ee in whieh it was nefore,and yet in the nature of 


inge it really remains. So thenysince the divine 


ean preserve a substance in tne same place and 


troy every accident inhering in it,which is an ab- 
inte accident,there is no contradiction involved 


the statement,that 2 substance is a 


s quantity,as an accident,inhering in it. | 


a ines. ouentity added to it;for it veauires n 
to preserve tro substances created to 
const itue one ‘eakene @ with rout Bil the abe 


a eeu in itywhen | they do not wake 


awoly, A ana Bit requires no less virtue to 
A and B in distinct places without ell the + 
asoddents inhering in them, when they do not 
one whole body of wate erythan when they 7 become 


f one body of vate’ . But the omnipotenes of 


parete A and LB from alt a ee 


s just a 


ees 


id not “soperate the one body of rater at Rome 


a a ‘pleaeyextnouet He 


, their orn parts wnton ave sopeirete 


and consequently that total subs tance would be 


7 without a quantity veelly distinct 


a statonent that God e¢ould al 
power | preserve that substance a 
# Hie oreate: a. vy! His pn nd the 
own a aiduieses sntsjif this rere nev rox 
a. pe ne eth 


ayn 


nerhiich te in the Yestseven to: the other 
aot in the F vast or thee asa heatl 
piavey Sut 41 aocs 


heologieel state- 


to the on atinct sarte of tho accidents, it 
to praserve the parts of the 
the subject vithout local cshenge 


part of it, than to preserve the 


without local oe destroy- 
dictinet > at 12 
eottont soe one part of the sae cident is in one 


inet parte of the 


st rt ete of he stn is 


thic : statement which vas or 


. 


rial subste ince has owhstant 
tuations Por Coa oon preserve an absolute aecldent 
i tenn: place and situation pea sestroving the 
inet as is ovident ‘in the sacrament of the 
therefore, t? ere is. no -eontradtotion involved in 
tatoment that Gad vreserves aya He wenn 
erie accident inheres 


ew pstane e will ex- 


tates port wel 


over supniys sartni Ly and: norte thing s into the 


ov begin 


Y nothing hecoues or begins eninapigntaieiy 


ino ot 9 2 otystal; 


outa be safer no to sonseded is statement; 
3 Peay of Sheist 
oineod Ses cehinn sk 
ood: it. becomes, that isy passes over inte the 


oe the voay ee st. ‘Lg formed of the 
t ata not exist before “sonsosnatioltor if 


peers pope single pie that. ohnicl did’ not exis 


Bo cps timinnh eanre otend, therefore, th nt 


neers from such tonvoersion, 


s Lvoly but the bread is des teoyed in a single 
fant of the utterance 


a the bread ic a somposite 


at ic instars 


sass fa 
3 is corrupted oF: destroyed in 
sacrament of the etter. sn cuianiaime incadaiy ok ore 
= the acoidents in the sam place by destroyi: 


es | 


stance, it will not be pays possit sLe for Him to. 
‘a substance in the same. place by destroying an 
enter ao the subs stance will be @ quantum sahil 
destroy one 
half of 
i could preserve the other 


g the i a half of that 


iets» every ‘seoident inforn- 


Se 


2 trout this stateuont it fetanee that a part 


Tnvolves no » grester hastens a stion(ta sey) 


substance nine De ce ee 


sible,seo Sak: the whole is in 
hole place and part in yp: arts than (to say )the 
ubstance Lacking every such part is in sowe 
sible places so that the whole is in the whole 
and the whole in every part. But an angel,lack- 
very intergral part,vithout every absolute houk« 
added to it gan be a whole in some divisible 
a whole in any part; ther afore, there is 
dotion in the statement thet soe 
fed to be separate locally ,is 
le divisible place and pert in part without 
uantity added to itjfrom this arguaent it follow 
will be eirouseeriptively in a place without — 
tity added to it. This veaconing is confirmed; 
is no noe of a eontradiction invelved in the 
nt that a sorporesl substance exists in a place 


penesanent vith iteslf without ve ae 


t in 

? can 

docinttavety ain cc, place without every BbEo- 
@ tyand so there WALL be a quantum 


Bede R 


ty absolute thing edaea to ite Thevofore, 


‘_ 


‘seems #0 be no sontradietion involved is the 


pee 


ement that some substance is 4 auantua without a | 


ythingsas an ahsolute secident added to ite | ue | 3 | a f 


eee 


gee 


om the former re aS ONS» © one ean he: adane aa 
ar prin, Gatnolic Doe 


shomeversdeney ‘the previons ‘lv nontioned cons 


6 absolute nection 
whole eunje ent ay 
rh Wash at part, can} 


mith tne 


fon anit thet oneness 


ies ssciarnt inhoring in it, the extrinsic re- 
aventent. to it can be teken from the extre emes 


9 writers the respect 


bass 


in reistion to ite. 
respect ;therefora, 


the statement 


ance and that tts they call anan- 
inherencé. But 
substance e00x- 


1 is a an acelaont; 


“I 


vt | = ity yes 2 


Skene isstiee For aceord- 
| Respect of the vresentiality 
7 quantity is prior to 
mpedt of the inherence of a avuantity in relation 
e substances and thes respect of the ore esentiality 
ert ‘of. a substance in relation to vart of ite" 

ity is prior to & respect of inherenece of vart 
cipahedaiaete in relation to a vart of a substance; 

1 can be proved through this inne that it is 


A 
ossib le that there ic.9 respect of inherence of 


ty in telation to i< substance without the 
sect of the presentiality of a quantity in relation 
substense,and eonsequently without the resvect 
* presentiality of a substance in relation to 
aantity beets +2 those deities vresentialities By 
exist together gosoraine to their principles, 


tiality ean exist without 


meet of inherence;for s substance is present 


g to those writers, the prior 


a8 


t tam th dvi yower without the — 
Ba atl hale be Hy 5 


Any te 
ae 


om Ae Sonate ey 0 


amid in Atyent @ reepect of the ‘yee 


i 


an in relation to a part of a substance; 
needed, the vhole substance is ore- 
ie Ain entire quantity and papart of ‘the substance 
resent in part of 8 quantity with out espeat of 


20K jeeuent ly vidhont this statenent, 


it;for no thing 
part and part g 


@ quantum. Again the respect 


t+ 


bso hon a 


& 


the respect of the precontiality of the whole 


whole place and part in pvartj;and consequently 


nformed by some quantity which is an absolute 
ing really distinct from a substance; therefore, the 


sstence vill be a cuantim vithout a quantity. 


stance in relation to the whole place,and of « part 
the substance in relation to part of the place, could 
‘be preserved vitnout the respect of the inheronee 
the quantity in telation to the subetanee;vhen this 


geouplished, the substanee itcelt willbe vresent in 


1 be giveuceriptively in a place and yet will not 


‘this disevssion it remaine to show that a Site 


(antum without a quantity 
stance is also a quantum 
‘substantial parts without every quan= 
difrerent ‘thing absolutes res ally dige 
a the firet Pane? 


vated 


ARC e But frou this 


f expressed by. some suthes who een not ert, 


Bs 


it is, not hone to have: been veveated by Gods 


“s Wiadted to he log OT on patts of 
substance as well as of the qualities, just as they | . 
“prought into being, co they.ate made seoarate by | 

tue of an efficient and final cause;for hy the 

e virtue by which different parts of & substance 

Of @islities proceeds from non-being to being, 

also take on existence in dist inet piaces. And 


+ 


ed just. es nothing Is neces sergly required aside 

an efficient,final,formeal cause,nor is it previously 
ended for this statasent that a substance and parts 

a subs stance are brought rroit gage into beings | 
also nothing as ide from the @suses vreviously men- 
med is necessarily required for this a woatuleass stad 


pert of @ substance ic outside of another,or is 


¢ from another part. For it would seem wonier- 


oe 


Z 


that a single accident in rerior to a substance and 
parts could mekete one part of 2 subs ae outside 
hother part,and yet the essential cause of 4 thing 
1d not do this without such an accident;for such | 
A#eciient is not required fer’ a seoaration of those 
'ts,since to substances ean be separate,even if 

y vere separated from all the aceidents;and such an 
pident is not required for this statement,sthat th 

| S,which constitute ad hoe e rhole,sinee there 

to be no reason shy parts prior by nature can : = 


ith every accident constitute a whole the parts 


vbostance ae of 


atte: aneh & qua 


es 


esolution « or 


From: this * mateo 3 Av~ 


tarate,e and 


c are quanta, 

dpe 2) 
tatement, that ossential gauses 
malities in die- 
ntity following 


Cab ete SOP, Who 


raat ubstance and 


a placing one 


cide of enothon vith 


‘that isatannn 


abs solutes cally. aietinet 


hing to.to them, or unless he breaks asunder or de= 
troye their unity. Agsin,! intend to show that a 
petance is a qventun thrgue its orn substential 

ts intrinsic in ite Thet,vhich is cireumssoriptively 
n a rlade through its own intrinsic yarisyis @ quentiva 
heough its own intrinsic parts, because it was shovyn 
efors thet avery thing,vhieh is eirauiseriptively in 


Disc, is & quantua;but every msterigl substance 


ciremiseriptively in a place through its on sub- 


a 


ential pertsj;because,as was shown before, every tae 


prial substance,which is extended,is present in a 


lace through ites own essential parts,so that the 
hole subetance is vrecent in the entire plece,and 
rt of the substance is srecent in vart of the plage; 
Bt every such thing is ina place cirewmnsoriptively, 
he eo every such swhetsnee ic quantum through parts 
insie in ite Nor is it suffieient to say that’s 
stances does not heave varts excent through a cuantity, 
ni on is a thing dietinet fron eubstance,for a substance 
not depend on some accident of ite ovryand ¢on- 
lently the parte of a substance ao not depend upon 

x 
parts of an aacilente Trerefore,if a quantity is 
eclident of the subs tance, the parts of a substance 
20% devend either upon & quantity or upon vearts of 
quantity, and so a substance does not have varts 
| ugh quantity. This econelusion is gonfirmed, for 
ing has existence and distinct existence through 


same thing; therefore, through that through whioh 


e are parts of a substance, through the same they 


also distinguished, but the parts of 8 substance 
not exist through quantity: ; therefore, they are not 


tinguished tnrough er rns substance 


erent from substance. Again,if quantity is a thing 

fferent from substance, then it vill not make a part 

& substanceto exist separate from a part of a siub- 

nee, tmlese it is an efficient and finel osause; but ae 3 3 
efficient or finel eaus ality making parte to exist 

narately does not prevent that thing from being a 

ntun through its ovn parts inherent in it;for since 

D ontiat as an efficient and final csuse,vill make 


parts og any aquentity at all to exict eqparately, 


uentity could be a quantun or have part outside of 
* through its own parts. From this argument it is 
er that ne matter to what extent one different 


ntity mig shit be added to that bstanes, which has 


outside of part; @hhkarer that substande vould 
a quantum through iteent and its own intrinsic 
3 as parts of s substance in themselves and for 
hing else exgept Livduen their o7n intrinsic ¢dauces, 
ply, tho, efficient and finslyare locally separate. 


= 


it is not sufficient to say that 4a quantity, which 
en accident,is tne formel eause why a substance is 
tum, Just as whiteness ic a formel cause why some 


is vhite;this conclusion does not obtain, because 


nuuber exists nor through whieh parts of § WARE 
separste in situation,is spt ei forme L gause why 
t thing is a quantum, 3ut a quantity,whieh is an 
petite ts not that through which a substance is 


rua lly ‘one in number,for through the same thing a 
a formal caus se why its own subject existg@ or will 


i¢ @ wnit;nor indeed is quantity a formal cauce 
ough which the parts of substance are locally se- 
Ate,just as something is white through whiteness; 


f 


then, just as it is impossible that somethings 


6 


" One another as certein wholes existing per sey, 


Ough quantity whieh is an accident, just as body 


1 


Melly separete,and vette cortain wholes not i inaking 
mhola,rhicn is false, “or the omnipotence of God 
d at first divide 8 stick of vood into tyvo parts 
hase one of then in ! tngland but the other nore 


ay and aftervards separate those pieces of wood 


Bs cctsa, Hee pert 


pstance exists and is one in number. 23ut no secident 


exist;therefore, the formal ¢atuse why its own siub- 


@ white without whiteness,whether they are separate 


hite through vhiteness, could be dépakube- in clade 


an situation without such a quentity,even if they 


are parts constituting some whole,so it oe inpossible 


‘hose iin, wulek are merely cevarate in situation 


wep? 


gidents. wnon this naa 


would be logally sevarate,and yot they 


quantity, because thoee pieces 


such a 


quantitw by accident. 
argument it is clear that perts of a subste 
be separate through ouch A quantity,just ac 


white by whiteness. 


chapter XXTX, 

Proof of the same conclusions ‘ 
mhich was vroved before by argu 
ments taken from the statewents 
of the Satnolis Toctors. 

m addition to the preceding arguments,others muct 

dduced, based partly on the statesents of other 

pane Do stors 3p WHO, hovever,aesume such, ho oS quen- 


Meaie ite between substance and augilic. 
| Doctor: cc biahst aptae t. thin ol his statement eredibl, 
use T have no desire to detract from the pover of 
since i could eaone i teh more than we eould think 


: nip % 7 ee, ben Pe eae ' my Me Uy 
sVUmless I should notice an evident cone 


i . Br ne bee ik sone i} , PN, ey ae eat . fr : Be : 
ot hy : » ae a SP Wate we WF ay Bhat aken hy Y ott “es $5 i eae 
Action followed. For that Doctor,nauely, Scotus, stptes 
Ook IVs, Distinction X, Question Iv.:"That the infinite 
a sacranentally 
er of God could preserve,the body of chrict under 

he 


Bpecies of bread without this statement,that it 


stence locally and sa hadaeir econo Cnt 


Meaven or elsevhere.* Therefore,it may be assumed 
the body of shric it: eri sich 3 acramentally under 


spedies, and ceages to exist locally in heaven and 


pre Ate to exist looally ana eireumsorintively,. 


Riv .which mas before distinct frou substance and 
Itysrewains, or docs not romain, but is destroyed. 


not be 8 seid ‘that thet quantity is « iestroyed} 


goording hea those weiter cS in the same place, an 


iveyand sonsenentiy an ayconrte thing is not 


broyed through a variation of hati dash isy hut, ate 


ling’ to the same mriterey imiiety doec nee exiet in 


fen except as a respec ots therefore, it ic not necessary 


eli qdectroyed an aG= 


aintein that. something is r 
nt of this statement, that ne ody of Ghrist ceases 
xist locally in heaven. TI eeaforey every absolute 
ney hich existed hefore,remeins,and so that gus wntity 
So iesd vi: therefore, sine e®,aecording to those writers, 
4 substance is a quantum through thet quantity, : 7 
st as 8 body is white through whiteness, fust ne a. of | 


is informed by the wvhiteone ss inkering in it,and a 


that it is Mpite;sco itis impossible that 


ig substance is informed by that quantity inhering in it uniess = 
dg 8 quanti. Therefore,it is nesessary for that : 
jotor to say that that body of christ would teed 
‘truly be a quantum by tint ywuantity, if the pre- : : 
ing pvonosition is balinaizies, sur wnt thie state~- : 


t ought not. to be PoNeedods Tne 


‘separate from part is not a quantwun;put,if the 
dos statement is maintained tie substance of the 
of Shrist does not have vart separate from part; 


Sea it were ‘tapos that hody opexists with 


of christ are locally ceperatesT take those L7Oy 


Ly yA and | 5, Then Tt ask coneerning Aywhether at 


hest or with any pett,and for 


lexicts with the whole 


th 


game Teason vhether 3 coexists with the yvhole host 


* 


ny wart, end through the proposition, the body of 

t is not in a place other than under the species 
rand; therefore, 7ith whatever one mart coexists, 

the seine another part eoexiste,and consedauently 
are not Locally distinct. But if von say that A 
dete vith one. part of the Sost end not with a- 

Bot part,and 3B: coexists vith another mart and not 

n the formerjend so Gietinet parts of tas noay of 
ist would coexvict with dictinet parte af the speclos 
reed, 7h hich is false; because from thet argument it 
ove that the whole body of Christ vould not be in 
vert of the hoatson the eontrery the entire body 
Shris 7% ic in no part of the hoct. Tt aleo Follovs 
the body of Christ is in » place cirowmnecriptively, 


Of which stetements are false. Therefore, it ‘Te-~ 


@ that,if that position is maintained, the body of a 


1Ave 


te Ck 


43 nor nog +7 
lontly vould not be a quentins whian ism 

‘on, But they themselves suggest one response 
se and. similar arguments when they say that 


reronce of quantity,is necessarily 


tang 2 | is in a quentum nent inugus and per- 


re gas ig * 
© parts in a whole. Por it is not pnderetood 


iat something is a measurable cnrantinaygpat itis not 


Pe 


designa are in a wnoae the order of this part in vte- 
don to. another according tottine intervening quantity. 
t situation, whieh is assumed bv certain persons, zells 


Por another vredicauent. For,if the order of the parts 


1a whole is presupvoseds tue 


he order of perts in relation to vlace or perts of 
piece or losality;that is to say,that parts are ooex- 
Ged vith parts just as the whole is sald st first 
“be eomsensurate with the whole slece in whieh it 


its ovn ubiety,co' thet potted 


esupposes situstion as a difference of auantitey, and 
‘the ubioty, rnd it is pos sibie for God to sena~ 
@ this situstion from the quantity remaining in 
first situation, not only through the negation of 
ety, just as Ne could ereate some body outside of 
<2 universe,and then it gould not have that seegnd 


uation, because it vould not 


ith whose parts. the parts contained would be econ 
msurate;but even if a terminus asswmied for which 


omueneuration or coextension sould | 


gith aiasthow hody;4it is veietaie for God 
Preserve the seaSond as a quantum, and its coexistence 


elation to, easinay Br vet without that coex~ 


ion or the perts of one in relation to the parts 


e 
A 

ent e. 

ee 

ear 
oa 


Nap gh alt 
tate 
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‘lil 


7 ought to be offended ee r 
r the sake of seeking the truth arid of 
yif they ere true,it is srofitahle to hear L We isadtcne 
order that they may be exvlained that the truth 
Pan thie wey be more clearly known. If they ere 


dee,it is an advantacs fewttqhavto be refuted. 2ut 


thet responce is not sufficient,can in the first 


ace be proved ac follows:if situation, which ice 


fference of quarntity,states the order of varts 
eens for this statement, that some= 
fis a quantim;T eekiof what character is that 

er of varts in the whole,or te it an order of parts 
tuated 30 that one vert is higher and another vart is 
er,one ibrt Before and enother behind,one towarde 
Vest,another tovards the Yest;or is it an order of 
action, because surely one mart is more perfeet and 
other is wore imperfect;or is it an seaee whole 

part, just as He ae is part of the nead, or is} 


an order of causality, because one part is the enause 


: Ree Ser 


etenetine nature of things 
sts before another? Tor T'do not see by 9 different 


» that the order of parts in » rhole,ss ocereioned 


situation, if that provos ition Ls - soneodeds the pody 
> situation,vhicn ae. of 
ieecon not be understood by other modessfor any 
this way eolneide wath bas substanee 
sf Ghricst,if the whole substance of the 


Ghrist were separate frow every quantity, wvhich 


Ee entire substance of the body. of Christ is 
served without this statement, thet it ise @ quantum, 
t vould pe a part of a substance more verfect than 
athor yas it now is;yet one part dc now no more a 

of another,nor is one vart any more the cause of 
her, nor is one part any more prior by natire than another a 
then be, and so it is. elear that no order of parts 
1@ whole ean be coincident with the parts of @ sub— 
6 when it is joined to a poantdiy without ve 
able to correspond with it when it is not. oon- 
with a quantity aside from that order which is 
Yation,rhich suffices for this statement, 

it is a quantum yout such an order of parts re- 
logel separation of parts,and consequently 


w is a quantwa permanent and continuous,unlese 


eh has situstion,is vie but no long i is 


id oF parts oe Tf, therefore, 


he hody of Ohrist is 9» quantum according to the pre- 
isly assumed statement,it is. necessary for it to be 


s;and econceuRently it is nesesrery fer one part to 


e sevarate from another,and for one vart to he outside 
Puncthers which is not true if the former vroposition 
retained. 

lvnin, every quientin ie extended, but nothing is ex~ 
mded miless one part is sevarate fron enother,and 
(outside of another;for the precence of a quantim 

b eny thing is not srfficient for exténecion, for —_ 
rational govl would he a atantinn sinee it eoexists 
is vrecent in the entire body and in every part 

And so it is esteblished that,if the body of 

ist were a avantun in tne eaerament of the altar, 
the retention of the first vrovocition it would have 
4 outside of rart,boesuse it vonld tmity be « extemied 
s0 would heve situation which inadonrer the order 
warts in a vlace. Againyevery finite auantum con- 

Zou and permanen it is sconfiguratedi;put an order of 

ts 4n a place is reauired for figure,if it is present 

Ane. any other'order of parts in a whole 

s not suffice for figirre, which is clear from this 

enent;for it is nossiple for figure to be ghanged 


by @ lecal change of varts. For if all the parts 


is oguired for figuresrnevefore, if parte aould 
paratey it is manifes st that. aeeeicure 


pares Por if God. rould through His own 


“omn absoints Bébadenva: swndcr the syoblce of 


-sidaeaalad sthenent, that it would exist 


possible for God ageo ding 


ears cont 

wed 
of loose 2 texture or of denise 
not be said thet the adjacent 


over according to the 


pra ny daslens. of. 

9 eituntion aigterent 

sattes in 2 1 PhBOe oT. 

ocording to. citust ion, . 
ouent that it its anit f 


se id 10, ee ays thet for. this, stete 


As. 8. ‘quantin,o eortain, or en. of 


Pribsse, estima ie not an pkcuie 
no order can be designated 

quantity emong the cubste 

y of orrist axles 


woe 


5 a 
_mmber, havi 


senate eget Ve. 
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Eeinoiples of those previously, that material substance 

© & quantum through its own substantial parts, For,ac- 
cording to those writers, just as a whole substance 

eriste pefore a whole 5 eisai the parts of a substance 


exict pefore the parts of quantity ;therefore, the parts 


of the substance exist wineniie the parts of enon "gael 


or do they exist in distinct ee gl 
o not exist in the same place,because they are ho more 
in one place than in another;therefore,in that prior 

hing they exist in distinct places,but the substance 
nebtrcead having parte existing in distinet places 

1 be eirounsoriptively in a place;therefore, 2 

stance is a quantum in that prior thing and a sub 


ance is a quantum through itself and through its own 
in a place, 


ntrinsiec parts. Again, everything »shiengtied 
hrough its own intrinsic, substantial parts, && einummeemsh= 


ugh the same. A material substanee is cireumseribed 


a place trrough itself and through its intrinsic 
arts, which is: elear from the principles of those 
riters;for aceording to them there is no passive cir- 
unseription of location exoert a certain respect. 

nt according to those holding sueh an ovinion,the 
respect is changed according to a variation of funda- 
nent as well as of a terminus. Therefore,since substance 
1 quantuty are really distinguished,the passive cir- 
Mmseription,by which quantity is cirousseribeds¥ill 


To? 


(phere 
Da 


distinot;and so 2 substance is in a place by & 


J 
"4 


{ passive eireunseription,and quantity vy 
nother ;and gonsequentiy substance in iteslf and its 
1 substantial parts is fundamentally cireumscrived 
in a place,and is formally ciroumseribed in a place 
itw own proper eiremsecription. Butyvhen all the 
ther things are cireunseribed,those two things are 
fficient for this statement,that something is a 
wantun ; therefore, substance is a quantum vithout an 
bsolute quantity really distinct. Againgthere is a 
Local separation of one part of a substance 


‘rom esnother part, and andther separation of one part 


8 quantity from another vart of a quantity, because 


om this statement,fundament and terminus @&eqap,and 
other respect are distinct according to them,it is 
ecossary that the respescts be distinguished,but those 
listaness are distinguished. But the local separation 
of parts constituting some whole can hot exist with- 
out a quantity;therefore,sinece the parts of a substance 
gre locally separate before the perts of a quantity, 
just as they are beforse;so the substance will be a 


a 


quantum before that quantity fencdnsidered in existence. 


And so from the erguments advanced and from many other 


statements whieh I omit for the sake of brevity,it vould 
pear to any one that there is no quantity except 
extraposition of parts composing one whole for which 


aposition,whether local or situal sevaration of © 


ae. 
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ts, parts are not required except those which are se- 
ate and essential intrinsic causes are regarded as in- 
nsic eauses, namely, the efficient and final,and eon 
equently in this vay the parts of 4 substance making 
whole ean be sevarate in situation and one ean be 
utside of another by virtue of its own naturel causes. 

ut the quantity,which is an absolute thing different 

rom & substancesie neither an intrinsie nor an extrinsic 
ise of those parte,on aceount of which sueh a quantity 

s not required for that extrapocition or situal se- 
eretion of parts. wherefore, from the principles of 

eny writers,it could be argued as follovs:reepect, fundament, 
n: terminus are sufficient for real existence, and 

they are extrinsic catises; but ascording to them situal 
Sparation of parts or extraposition of parts of a sub- 
tance beyond the varts themselves adds nothing except 
he respect which has nothing in place of fundament and 
erminus except those parts of the substance. Thera, 
»vhen the parts themselves of substance and the — 
i¢ causes which causes then to separate ere as- 
ne »that respect will be sufficiently maintained. There- 
Fore, if there is required for thet seperation of 

arts of a substances another quantity which is a thing 
“4 ‘erent from substance, that quantity vill be either 

| fundament or a termimis of that respect,vhich can 

ot be Sonceded as has been shoyn,or it will be the 


insie cause of that respect and consequently vith- 


% 


it the relation of respect ean not be assumed; 


wCintial parts oan 


affirmed. But when the extraposition $8 assumed 

thout the local or situel separation of parts,it is 

considered quantity;therefore,it is held that some 

ole having pert outside of part without euch a quantity 

could be a quantity,and so every quantity distinet from 

metance and quelity seems to be superfluous. And 

ff the preceding ergunents,through which it vas 

oved that substance oan be a quantum without a quantity 

lifferent from substance,can be employed to prove that 

foentity ean be @ quantum vithout a different quantity, 

the discussion of which I pass over for the sake of 

rovity. Yet from the previously mentioned arguments 

it can be deduced that there is no nesessity for ase 

suming a quantity @ifferent from substanee and quality, 

because for this statement,that substance as rell as : : 
quality is a quantus,it is sufficient that substance 

and qualities ere produced by virtue of essential 

causes jand that parts of these are produced in dis- 

tinct pleaees by virtue of the same causes without 
the production of any other at all,or that one part 
Lakes on existence outside of another part. For another 


D 
. ; < 
—_ 


TOs. 


thing does not seem to be required for this statement, 


a 


dees 


Shapter XXX. 


Concerning objections contrary 
to the preceding statements. 


For a fuller explanation of the preceding state- 


its somé objections must be raised. For from various 


wrees, different reagone # eg voll as phi- 
osophic,of which I shall cite a fewyare adduced to) 


ove that every bi is £:) ici Gat Tens hes 


ae converted into the body of Shrist;so in like 
anner some quantity “ill be converted into the body 
ye Christ, Againyjust as the bread 1s converted into 
he body of Christ,so the substance of the bread is 
onverted into the quantity of the body of Christ, 
an gonsequently the quantity of the body of Christ 
gins to exist under the species of bread by virtue 
va the sacrament;for vhich Treason it follows that the 
Dody of christ vould be a quantum both logally and 
siroumseriptively in the sacrament of the altar by 


yirtuc of the conversionf{which is falsée 


Again,if some quantity vas not dish tinet from 
Lf Pt Snr ren 

Ubstances quantity rorld not remain in the sacrament 
6 the altar;just as the substance of the bread does 


remain there,vhich is well known to be false. Again 


hase nt hom 
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9 aceident is really the same as a substance; but 
every quantity is an aecident,which is proved to be 
in accordance with the intention of the Saints and tne 
philosophers vy their testimony. For the blessed 
mgustine in De Trinitates Sapitulo TV.:"In created 


nd changeable things thatembink dhanothats 7 


ot affirmed according to substance,is affirmed 2a- 
ording to accident;for all things are accidental to 
hem, which ean be lost or diminished, whether megni- 
tudes or qualities and that which is affirmed with 
Reference to something,as friendships, relationships, 
Tikenesses, equalities, and ditything else of such a 


eharacter;also situations and habits,also place and 


Boe, * Againgthe same writer in the same book in 
hapter X.:"In things which are great by pertaking of 
magnitude, it is one thing for them to exist, another 

¥ be greatyas a great house,a great mountains s great 
ind;in these things,therefore,magnitude is one thing, 
and that which is great because of that magnitude is 
pnother ; ana, certainly that,wvhich is a great house,is 
not magnitude." AgainyAtistotie assumes nine predica~ 


Rents as accidents, avong which he enuserates quantity) 


— all ah nese stateuents it is plain that magnitude 
ls an acoidentyand consequently it is a thing distinct 
Prom substance. 

4 Again,gthat,»vhich is contrary to every opinion of tne 
Doctors, is not to be received as if it were a Satholic 


, pinion. It is also contrary to experience, because 


T09 


yhen a corporeal subetence is divided without the 
yonversion of anything into it,it is effected of a 
= quantity without the loss of any of its own part, 
: ethecsur,if quantity was not a different 
ing seadix distinct frou eubstantes Agein,gin diverse 
bstances differing in spesies,the quantity is the 

me in species;for the longitude or latitude in 4 
ndful of air or fire is not different in spedies, 
hich would not be true if longitude vas not really 


istinet from substance. Bheinyttedectiorn that no 


oe 


mentity is really the seine as quali tyiggg according 


the vhilosopher,auslity is not a quantum exeept 

ouch aceident;for if quality was the sane as quantity, 
hen it would be a quantum per se and without addition. 

: is also impossible in accordance vith nature for 


2 body,vhich is 4 quentity,to exists 


» with another body whieh is quantity;because the 
Limensions mutgally expell ene snother;but quality 
> thiornmethine cn : 
ras really not distinct fron quality and any quantity 


beteancee. Therefore, if quantity 


Reklly not distinet from substance, tvo quantities 
yould naturally sexist together,and so two solidities 
“profundities, and tro longitudes,end two latitudes 
d exist together;indesd many more than tyvo; because 
por that teason whiteness vould have its own quantitys 
| the same reson taste vould have its own, and neat 


orn and humidity and deyness their own,and so 


none of thee is in 


all in one subject, 


et 
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A vevly to the objections in 
the suecesding ahepters. 


But it now remains to show that all those reasons 

° not sufficiently agree in stating thst there is 
“quantity different,really distinct from substance 

n¢ quality;for when it ie first reduced to this in- 
onsisteney, that some quantity is converted into the 

ody of Christ,it oan first be affirmed that the op- 
osite of that statement is not found in sacred seripture,; 


or Tt have never read it in the Sacred Seriptures nor 


an the cenonical law nor in some authorized work, that 


guentity is not converted into the body of Christ. 


they do not remotely indlieste whether a quantity 
e308 is not converted into the body of Christ; just 

ss they do not raise the question whether a quantun 

‘ converted in the body of Christ,although someywriters, 
nom one is permitted to contradict because they mutually 
ondew one another,assert that a quantity is not con- 
‘ted into the body of Christ. 

In the second place,alithough it hey he foung that 

| quantity is not converted into the body of Chrict, 
a is no need to concede that quantity is a thing 

a fferent from quality and substance,for the mode of 
eould preclude the prodiestion quantity is 
lonverted into the body of Christ, just as according to 


writers. Although humanity is not a thing really 


istinet from menjyet it is conceded that man is white, 
and it is denied that humanity is white;not because 
himenity is a thing really diectinet from manjbut be~ 
SGtise this noun,memenity,and this nounsmanghas a 
Gifferent mode of signification, nasely, grammatical 

or logicel., Bot T have shown eleevhere hor tossible it 
is,vithout « distinction of the things introduced, for 
the vredieation to be false necanse oP various grome 


Watical or logical modes of significations 


tin the third vlises it ean be affirmed that ne vice 
how much this statement might be conceded, thet Mamaia 
is sonverted inte the body of Christ,yet this Happens 
thet this proposition is true,a quantity is converted 
into the body of Christ ;and frequently those things, 
which exist through aeecident,are denied vy writers; 
though in accordance with the virtue of signification 


hey ought not to be denied. Wherefore, no matter how 


ch some quantity is not a thing yeally distinet 


converted into. the body. of dhrictyend o quentity is 
sonverted into the body of Christ. Just as ageord- 
ang to many writers fundament and relation are not 
distinct things and consequently whiteness end likeness 
Bre not things really distinot,and yet these two states 
ments obtain at the same time:whitenese exists, and 
likonoss does not exist. 3ut,not-vithn-standing tne 

51 tement that some quantity es not a sejising reeray dis- 


om the sobstance of the preadsyet those two things Clattene. 


do not at the same time obteinithe substence of tha bread 


aaa 


"the substance of the bread is converted into the body 
i of Christsaltnough this proposition is false,a quantity 
is converted into the body of Cchrist,can be expleined 

ae followsialthough some quentity is a thing different 


from substance, yet this nouns quent ity, daeoteE 


pert exists outside of another,or that one part is 
sevarate from another;pbut this noun, substanceydoes not 
connote that one part is separate in situation from a- 


nother;and for that reason Tf do not see that a con 


trediction ie involved in the statement thet this pro- 
poeition is trues : ’ ef the bread is converted 
into the oe of Christ,while this vropocition is 

FOr the pread having part senarate 
fom part is converted into the body of christj;on the 
eontrary,it ean be false,while the other proposition 

is true,because it ean involve s fallsev,nawely,one 


part of theybread is seperate in situetion from another 


pert. Therefore, if God,who ean make all things, should 
make the subject of the breed to exist somevhere pre~ 
@isely in that mode in which the body of Christ exists 
: der the species of bread,yso that no substance of 

that bread would exist no-where logally or ciroum- 
seriptivelys thon this vrovesition vould be truc,that 
thing is substance, and this proposition would be false, 
thet thing is a substance having part separate from 
pert. And if God could then convert that eubstance into 
: body of Christ, which I do not think a Christian 


ght to say can not be done by God;this proposition 

. true, the substance of the bread is converted into 
he body of christ, and this vrovosition by implication 
© false,the sumstance of the vresd having part: se~ 
prate fron part in situation if 


g converted into the 


he substances of the presd heaving part seperate Troi part 
as not converted into the body of cned ehe from this 

p roposition it follows,thet quantity is not converted 
Into the body of Christ. Therefore,it is plain that, 
:lthough that proposition is in a sense true,the stb- 


stance of the bread having part separate® 


matera, yet 
that proposition could be true,the substance of the 
bec is converted into the body of Christy vhile thad 


woposition is false,the substance of the bread having 


rt outside of nart separete from port is converted 


nto the body of Christ;and erksaly while this 


poposition is true,having pert separate from part 

not converted into.the body of christ, the negative 
f whion ould. be true,even while the first provosition 
s faleo;true on aggount of that cause of the truth, 
puely, the substance of the rend does not have part 
eparate from partyand so it could easily be said that, 
though this proposition is in ® sense true, some 
wentity is not a thing dictinet from the eubstance 

f the preadsgyet this proposition conld be true,tne 
Poa: is converted into the body of Christ,and con- 
equent ly while this proposition is true,a quantity is 


e 


ody of Christ,and consequently. the opposite of 9€ 4BY¥ene, 


ape pee et ae “4 
seme ec ccsciies 


Uke 9 


‘converted into the pody of christ. And the entire 
ason ie,because,aithough this proposition is in rs) 
nse $Lud, the cubstance is reslly the same as some 
tity,vyet this provesition gould be true,the sub- 
stance of the read ie really not the same thing as 

bh quantity;jvet as,although this provesition is in a 
nse tme,the substance of the bread is a substance 
ving part separate from part,yot this provoscition 
mld be true, the subetanee of the bread is not 8 sub~ 
nee having cart eeparate from part,becauea it follows 
that possible propositionythe substance of the 
ed does not have part separate frou part,cven 

ough this vroposition is true,bread exists. There} 
re,it is lear frou the prenies es that this NOUN, 
ntity,sonnetes or presents to the understanding a 
ing different from that which is ¢connoted or pre- 


| siatiteeietasse, iaaiata toytne tind that 
ch Mater which it is vrodiesated,is having part 


false, even te the substance remains; just as 


seense trve,brend ie sbetance 


Tre. 


stance having pert seperate from vart,and yet, though 
substance itself remains,it o eonld be false. Juct 
some say that this notm, Likeness, connotes that to 
plities of the sane character exist together in the 
ure of thingsyand yet many Catholi¢cs say that white- 
se and some likeness are one thing and not things 

ly distinet,although this prepesition could ve’ 
rue,whiteness exists,while this proposition is false, 
ikeness exists. And indeed,althonugh they might con- 


& be true,whiteness 1s 


ede that this vroposition | ae 


keness,as long as,of cource,tvo whitenosses in the 
ture of things exist;yet this proposition might be 
@,though whiteness remains,whiteness ie likeness, 

, cause it would involve s dnLAcioy, nancies tes wnitenesses 
ly exist outside of the mind. Therefors, it is elear 
1 the previous statements thet,altnough sone quantity 
not 2 thing really dictinct fron the substance of 

: vreadj;yet this proposition could be true,the sub- 
nee of the bread is converted into the body of 
st,though this proposition is false,quantity is 
uiverted into the body of COhvistjgand this sencliucion 
ue to the diverse mode of expressing or of denot- 
the relation of those two nounsysubstance and 


ntitye psnutianianac ane same reasoning it is clear that, 


. % rrgukoameis cod in the canon of 
he Bible or in the eanonical lev or in the meitings 
he Doctors approved by the Rowen Church,that the 


hd ee 


Niet 


ubstance of the vread is not converted into the quanti- 
y of the body of Christybecause they do not mention 
sivet begause of the diverse mode of expressing or 
indicating the relation of thoee NOUNS, substance and 
vantity, this proposition eould be verified,the eub- 
i of the bread is converted into the substance 

> the body of Christ,although this proposition was 


alee, the substance of the bread is converted into 
he quantity of the body; just as beeause of the diverse 
of expressing those novne,cubdstance and quentity, 


ne things would ‘not be things really distinete And 


mat any one of sane mind,sunless he who alone desired 


o ve galied a rabbi,wiehes to affirm that all,vho 


0 say that this proposition is true,the substance of 
he pread is converted into the body of Christ; and 

his proposition is false,the substance of the bread is 
0 converted into «4 relation; not-with-standing the 


tement that some relation naucly,relation of de-~ 


ulence itself won God sie not a thing different 
ron the body of christ. And so it is manifestly clear 
moherist oan in this 


Sea eS aa Ss ca: = 
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eneerning the sacrament of tho 


way be eacil®, preservedjalthough it 
conceded that some quantity is not a thing reelly 
distinct from substance; just as T concede thet some 
lation is really distinct from cubstance, which state- 
mt many Catholics concede. For it is no more to be 


und in sacred sevipture quantity is not convert- — 


into the body of Christ that substance is not converted 
o the quantity of the body of Ghrict,tnan that 4 
lation is not converted intosa relations, And, thete- 
¥O,just as it ean be attimed aeco0rding to the eatholic 
ith that some relation is not @ thing really dis~ 

et from the substance og the bread,end some relation 

| not distinet from the substance of the body of Christ; 
then it is necessary to coneede that some relation 
somes respect ig converted inte the body of Christ; 


the substance of the bread is sonverted into re- 


tion just as into e gonsequente or to assign some 


de of expressing or o p ienting the relation of 


86 houns, substance and relation, on account of which 
me thing can truly bes 
ied of anotherj;and likevise one of them ¢an truly 


6 attriputed to one and another denied of the same; 


a 


ay 


“gpposed to the faith, 
+ a quantity is converted into the body of Christ, 
the substance off the bread is converted into the 
antity of the beter ot Sheiset,or to assign some diverse 
de of expressing those nomne, substance and quantitys 
which reason one proposition can be conceded, a= 
her can not be coneceded,no matter hor much some 
tity is not a thing different from substanae, which 
is easy to dog just ac it wae shorn elsevhere;nor is 
more aiffionlt then to shom in what way some quantity 
not a thing distinct from substence; and yet that 

is vronesition is false,avantity is substance; but 
sause this applies more to logic then to theology, 
herefore,pass on. “ith roferense to that stateuwent 
oh is introduced under the lest head in the second 
econ, namely, that some quantity of the body of Christ 
an to exist in the sacrament of the altar by virtue 
the sacrament,and then by virtue of the sacrament 
pody of Christ vas = anantins both locally and 
omeeriptively in the saerament of the elter,it 

t be stated that it does not follow; for jvet ae 

is not valid according to some wriverestiiat the 


tity of the body of chréét or the body existing 
ue 


@ place locelly ie in the sporament of the altar; 


herefore,the body of Chriet there is a quantum and 


in, eee b 
vp Piel ca 


ertaty of the body of Christ begins to exist 
) sacrament of the altar by virtue of the sacreient; 


4 


eon e ae 


b there locally. Wherefore,vhother this proposition 


eonesded,or is not concededssiran 


read vy virtue of conversion, this proposition, hovever, 


aid felsegthe body of Christ is a quantus under 


. | ss assertion, that the body of Christ 
a quantity or a quantum neither by the pover of con~ 
‘sion nor by the povrer of the sacrement;noterith- 


nding the fact that this gfoposition is trues the 


ay of Christ having cart seperate from vart,nsanely, 
heaven, ovicts there under the species of bread by 
porer of conversionj;yet this proposition is cimply 
36,the body of Christ by the rover of conversion 

ae part separate from part under the species of 

resi. Whereforeshe,who would desire to concede that 
proposition must be conceded in accordanes vith 
virtue of languaye,some quantity is eubstance, could 
ly reply te all the arguments relative to that 

eot by conceding or deneying the vropositions 

| the ‘Sequences by putting in plees of that noun, 
titas,this entire exvression,» thing having part 
‘ate from nert;because they vould have ti say thet 
6 t70 expressions, quantity eontinuceus and pet 
mtyand e thing having part separate from patt, mould 
onvertiples;in fact one would pe a sertnttton 


ing oleae of einer’ 


Sex 
Sie 


ot ae 


ee 


ne usedgthie expression,a thing neving 


, seperate from part,must be used in place of that 


yu sand it could be easily seen,if the proposition 


eonsequence vould deserve to be i 
quantity is gonverted into the body or seaedat, 
4 as that expression, 4 thing heving part separate from 


t,is converted into the bedy of Christ. Similiarly 


| proposition must be conceded, the substance of the 


is converted into a qyantity, just as this pro» | a 


tion must be conceded,the substance of the bread 
converted intoge thing having part ceparate from 
jalthough that thing does not have pert separate from 
in the specics of bread, beceuse it does not exist 
re locally and cirewnseriptively in a plage,but 
eleerheres And I certainly eonfecs that I have 

read either in the eanonieel Lew or in the 

rees of the saints or in the decree of some High 
iff,or in some general council,or in seme authorized 
ting such 2 ~roposition, quantity is not cenverted 

© the body of Christ, the substance of the bread is 


converted into quantity,or soue similier proposi- 


ips .eateviisnes. ES OEE Nowever, this ‘caictiastihe 


holly false,tne vread is converted into the body 
pares which is 4 cuaEAY under the species of 
“And if you say:if those writers concede suoh 
ositions,they a14 not do this,;unles s influenced by 


ete ee that they anite apeetty 


the aeoidents in the. sacrament of the alter do 
subsist per se withont a subjectsand that all 
ties exist in & subject? I ask: fron what authentic 
L ture they obtained the statoment,that in the sad- 
ent of the altar there is some subject of ponderosity 
de ponderous;also from what scripture did they 


n the statement that God ean not ereate tro 


ees, they have in their defense for 


thet there is something of whieh God °8 not 


Ean es 
eae 


destroy Wionenh ie orn peatoethid, e;thet mortal man 


men;and inmmereble statements of such a character 


eh are manifestly not in eccord with the the su- 


tic soriptures? Sosthen it is easy to see that it 
not contrary to the Christien faith to effirm that 


quantity is not s thing really distinct from : 
tence peeauce of thic statement, that quantity | 
ld then be converted into the body of thristiyet 

such a way that it is converted in noe mode into 
substances whieh is there 2 quantity;nor does it 

tvadiot the statement which is aftervard adduced, : 


.¥ aoee not then wenadss in the sacrament, 


6 alter;for although some quantity passes Overs 


ely, that quantity which vas not a thing distinct 


a the substance of the bread;yet one other quantity 
ne,ynemelysthat which ic not really distinct from 
ty;nor does it seem more in conflict with the : 
pements of the Holy Fathers that one quantity, whioh : 
not a thing different from cubstances passes over, 
another quantity,which is not a thing different 

a quality,vemains, than that one relatgon. or respeat, 
Lon is not a thing really different ‘cone substances 
08 over,and another realtion or resvest,yrvhich is 

a thing really different from quality, tensinse 

| how two quantities ean exist togethet,will be 


n farther one 


igs 


XXXIT. 


To show that both propositions — ae 
obtaingsome quentity is not 4 thing ae 
Peally distinct from substance,and Ls 
cnentity is an aceldent. 


it now remains to shoy that some quentity is not 
nt thing really distinet from substance; not- 
eeravending the fact that it is conceded eo hal 


well as Saints that quentity is an ‘accident, 


titan 4 4 ia 4 predicaxent different from sub- 


nee, but that I way stand on a solid foundation, 


shall begin : % one distinetion of this nouny,ac- 
dent,which can be deduced from the words of the 
nerable Father Anseliu.e According to this source 
nowunsaccident,can ve taken in a three-fold sense; 


4 is ,in a restrictive sense, in a liberals and & 


vary free use of the terms, Sy taking this houns sceident, | 


he. strict sense,it signifies in this sense-a thing 


stinot froia substance’ ignoring in that things 
ply, substances and without which thet substance oan 
ast axist through divine vorver,so that there is 
ontradiction involved in the statement that that 
tance existe,and is not informed by that really 
inst accidentjend then an aceident is considered 
| ng really advenient to another thingyssnd vith- 
ng frou it,or able to vithdray vithout the de- 
tion of that substantial thing,not forming per-ce 
with that to which it really sdvenes;which I 
pecause of matter and substantial form jend Guz 


i 


ca He : ‘ aa a 
ee sie 


acini. without a onange of that objects | For 
a“ unthinkable ' | the? some sub feat is nov ‘athens 

~ thing YPeally distinct from that,and afterrvaris 
ve Antormga by thet same thing or sonverss Li end 


int the iiveral aceoptation of ow termyis considered 
: thing predicable of something contingently,vhicn 


successively affirmed and denied of another 


se of a'real trans ote ation of it,and not so much 


Lhough it 


pen is black, end Sortse afterverds hecones 


e to bidexness, eile 

haere 00 first 

1 ie not similar to 
boyand afterrardatite proposition, sortes is similar 


datos And. s0 it apo Dears that th hat. relations Lixonoss, 


aftermar rds is not 
cheng re of Sortes and 


* 


ed accident 


‘using the term in the wide sense. 


1a very free use of the term,an accident is zon- 
ered everything which ean be associated with some-- 
z at one time,and at another time ean not be as- 


Sith it and not 


< oar 


Pegs Es 


in employing the t#em such a cence it is not in-. 
nsistent to gongede that some aeelident is associated 


ith God,that such an accident ocercions no change 


Rither esotual nor possible in God. An segident taken 


the first sense is most properly an aeoident;in 


second sense it is less properl# an accident; but 


the third sense it is improperly an asclidentjends 


some one may believe that that distinction srmeede- 
om my brainylet him vead the venerable Anselm in 

+ Monologium in chanter XXV.,» where he states; "Of 
things, indeed, yhich are eclled accidents, some are 

; understood to be present or absent exgept with 

e variation of the narticipant,as all colors; others 
known to effect no change at alldeontrery to that 
elation with which they sre effireed either by 


achment or withdrawal,as certain relations. Tor 


= dane 


is indeed established that tothe man vho vill be born 
<4 : \ 


yer the present year T an neither greater nor less, 
egqueal,nor similar;but T shall be able to have ail 
se relationg, undoubtedly, so far as-he is concerned, 


1 he will hava been born,rithont entire change ‘of 


* 


e2@ Dlaingbeesuse of those 
things,which ere con- 


te 


none 


no means are can in accord vith the Michact 


acclidents,vhich by acceding 
sain make ae change, by their very operation 
pea i ch 


sin Sous aeeidentsy,rhioh « 
“these words roe aietinotion orevil 


na w are not understood to be able to be 
b or absent excert vith some vabiarion iat the 
rticipantyas all colors,it shovs that some accidents, 
reduce some changes are things really distinct 
ser own subjects and inhere in the same. For 


> 2 certain quality distinct from substance,really 


the outside to that stibject and veesding from the 
mo.For it is impossible that something really and 
ly inheres and informs ea different thing really 


jictinct and aftervards @e-not inform it unlecs that 


ing is commted. The same writer abso gives assent 
this statement through this which he states,that — 
ere are some accidents which do not at all remove 


mobility. 


‘From this argument it is clear that 
ic really retained in its own subject, for Andoim 
tes that the"highest nature" "according to those 

| ccidents, which are in no degree in opposition to the 
hest non=commtabilitys sonetines does not disap~ 
ve of peing mentioned; and yet something of its 
Rednbe; rece which variation oan be understood,is not 
idental";for nothing in ali nature happens through 
1 inhnerenes or real information,yet Anselm doses not 


ney, but coneedes that sose accident: 


Prom which ageording to the statement of Anselm, it 


@lear that Tee aijont is really sustained 
a subjects vherefore, this conclusion gan alsa be 

wn, that the supernatural is susceptible of no ac- 
ent;for although sone accident pelongs to God,yat 
really sustains none in Himselfjand Just as it is 


an aceldent which bs appropriate to Gods whi chit 


| really guatained, co an secident,rhich makes no 


Inge about that of whieh it is affirmed,is not 


ape 
‘a Ei 
a 


ouster 3 it roula truly and really have in it- 


‘potentially 


apap change is to be | constituted now 


met en entire changes ie not really sustained in a sub- 


nse agotdente Ask indsed ° when Absolu states that 
eccidents "te 


\e" ~” does not mean that some contanes ae 


ahi 
be 


fortes receive some thing fro himself or cease to have 


ome thing in himself; juat oo. Gods withont: the assiwap~ 
ion of any thing athall into Hiuselfrand. without the 

| ie of anything at ei existing in Cody at eny time 

Ne becins to be the justifier of the sinner. And so in 


is way it ic established theatgit is saecording to the 


tention of Anselm to aesime some aecident which is 
thing really distinot from the sub jootyheally sustein- 
dn that subject; just as color is realiv sustained 
the body as a distinet thing in 2 distinet thinge 

it ome ageident ic not a thing reelly sustained in 
“subjects but is indeed enlled an accident: because it 

¢ sontingently wradicated of that,even if the con~ 


taney of the subject is nespned.And that something of 


fortes. But that some Likenece can not advene to 
t of which it.is affirmed excovt through » different 


angey is clear through thic statement that sexe—re= 


Ag nnarnliind 


elie i 


ee 


“e 
ep ae 


cA 


ae 


aa ge : ; 


se of enothers ie, 


galled en acoldent of ityas Aneel states. 


cae 
ee 
ae) 


a 
Este 
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- Chapter XXII. 


rade hor quantity is ene 

ident, and how in agreenent with” 
this is the statement, that some 
quantity is not 4 thing distinet 
from adele ee 


esides I ician, 4 aust be sho 


quantity is an accident. When this has been shown, 


4111 ve glear how those statements exist together, 
. quantity is not a thing really distinet from 


stances and quantity is an eocident;whereforoyit 


(be known that juct as not every relation is a 
ng really distinet from substance, really inhering 
teas wany anoient Cathelie Doctors state and some 
wn Catholics agree with them;and so not every relation 
‘en eceident secording to the first mode of explaining 
term, accidents nor is every relation, hovever,an acaident 
rording to the. second mode of expressing the term, 
ident, because sone pvelation pertains to God aceoord~ 
to cirouns stances,and sometimes does not vertain 
10d ; but this is not yossible through a chenge of 
¢ sitbply through a change of the ereature; and 
t ds conceded that weiation is an aecident,and 


f accident. So it can be 


| “separate froin pert through 
nm chengeyas’ 5 sono gatholies gay,yand it has arena 
tioned, vefore ti net the poiy of wrist nas 
: part dopkrate from part,>d peesuse it exists 
ly and g@ireunmserip tively in heaven, and the sane 
though not destroyed ean cease to exist locally 
circuuseriptively,and can begin to exist sacranentelly 


the —* of wresdyend so does not then have 


—— a “snenge of itself, st another time does 


o part separate from part,is an accident;and 

is not a thing elways 4 a@istinet and inhering in 
tango, Justis in bods thing really distinct; so quantity 

soi according to the second use of the © 


ing it to ere it does not eve part sepate rte 
pert in situation, juct. as in a sense the body of 
ee: under the species of pread;then this oro 


tion 4 is trues no substance is quantity, 


fia tne veacon for vonlitye That ewbeten 


= pert separate from part in 


ide sontsacoorsin 


at ybeaauce 


ke had 


nat | substencegaLtnonsn for this statement, that 
— is 


oe local shange api ven @e So those statements 
th truetsome quantity is not a thing different 


sihotence om mek that relation is an accident. 
thts mode those dure oiaeababie es aan be suecessively 


ently the same as LRT 
the: sane ne sienna But for 


be 


a 


nigel ae sas necessary | 


s 5 trues quent ity is an beelaoin: 


iy oven ‘ & i. under= 


tes an ecctacnt” and 1 yet he in inthe oad 


| cbr ronmteny as ramsber, and the con- 


ay ‘here things 


»is sonsideres an Ag— 


very em oration. Se we 


tee 


* " é vues re 


A the fallacy of equivocations 


they have no other defect. 


of Maaviat their 


gti stakes inion « in the third 
 Ghapter in the fourth and firth: 
_argument,ere explained. 


ie: some quantity is not-a th: ng really dis- 


from substance,and quantity is an secident;it 


ains to show that the authority of Augustine doas 
sontradiot the previous state sitey eee suse AUgsius~ 


does hee: Rontena’ that magnitudes are sacidentc 


ng in them. For 


1 -aistinet from eubetance Sysaalsiasithclit 


ene wonderful that ‘One 2c eidgent can 


from another and yet 


s result,unicss He would one dif- 


Sah 


> parts of a ane 


£ag5 


ras oar ing one outetie of another, 


thing to them;and so 


entire thing composed of them could be great, al- 
n no other thing vould be produced in it. For the 


change effin that wagnitude is an aceldent, 


Ey ve 


6 latger or smeller 


Pur 


thing « other tien to have parts Ee lo- 
those: parts een be Less distant. by virtue 
» subdstence NEC eLSO 


neoause for 2 sunstance to be snaller is nothing 


than toshave p parts” less sedge Mul als 
K | 


surprising gan he shown by a contrery opinion. 


e preceding 
oven or fs not, It ts not. possible to grant 
o.rarefnotion, in- 
2moles,not 


i 


destroyed; for singe 
would be Aictinos in 


ne without interruption he-~- 


fe wld be quantity 
a whole distinet froin 
or oF sunsennent quantity. Rut it is elesar they do 
does not remain 
to say that those 


Pe ae SEND Oe ga 


r every accident really denominating its ovn 


those fa now destroyed were of such ajina. 4 
stefore, it follows that things i a te in oneration, 


rinct according to themselves as 4 whole,not making 
hole, would have already been destroyed, which seens 
ficiently absutde Nor can it even be coneeded that 
here “is an aecident which could destroy one quantity 
generete another;for yhieh reason it could not even 
Serve one ef those quantities vhile another is 8d- 
Ling; therefore, it does not seein reasonable ie) 


~ 


entire preceding penrenne re is destroved, and 


er quantity is generated when the air or some body 

pcomes rarified;for then it vould folloy thet all tne 

malities would be destroyed no matter hor epee 

ody would become rarefied; for if quantity gould » 

etroyed and recident itself is destroved by the de- 

truction of the imnediate subiect of any accident,it 

ld be necessary thet all iumediate qualities inhering 
that quantity should be destroyed;put if you wish 

say that the whole previous quantity is not destroyed 

it, Semet nine remains, then that quantity especially 

ains vithout every new part, but there is eaiikhen 

part which did not remain hefore. But that there 

not another nov part eutor did not exist before, can 

“be affirmed, because that part vas Fenexted in 

other subjectsand it is manifest thet it is not 

eived except in sone nortiok of sir or of fire; 


foros otthee gene 


ek Gee 


iy ae * 
Eos 


pert of -the quantity fie tii 


* | eubject or witharers 1 frou that subs doct in 


statement is 1 umpoasonable. | therefore, it follows 


sesee there is ne other ner part of quentity 


entice tne tact the at ra quantity i, sale in rm iawn 
lier and: eftervards is Lerg er, because 


RS at first less seperate 


¢ dense, but aftervards 


| 5 wilt And so bit 


cant tndnd tb couln cect vesat: Vide 
aie nee its own eee be Larger at one 
annller 7 nithor at every 
. substance, inhering 

But porheps _ “roula ‘say show gon 9 substance 


e tho aitferonce patween ye: as and. 


| mich Ag properly alteration, and Loval change; 
therct two. changes” some thing inhering in the 
Bject advenes; but through losal change it is 
gessavy that e thing inhoring in the changed 
vene;but it is sufficient that kd eequires. 
self a place which 4t aia not have before; where- 
aaa very statement that ‘the thing is in e 


s not pefore, bute in fim 


1 the: place and. the th nin x placed, th iat thing 
ena if or 50 whet i4 it. for 2 thing plseeed 
ton Se feteten 


ne 


re could 


sstsaehinlatets. thet 


tot 


olics suoh relations are re cortain th AngS 
‘om asolute > things: for thus the “venerable 
rela tion s are aeeid ents which, 


jeryonn mavens | to sonotning without an a 


to Godse yet no ) thing bdeaay aiotet frou 


ra 


short,T have t never read in some sacred 


> maintains tha nt _neciaent is quantity 


from substance: any more than he mainteines 


dquia” ond relations (srs wocldants seat from 


) the @ atic asic S 
_ sal einai 


not. t. _incon- 


@ aigterent things ebcointesreuily dictinot 


ape 


on 


ough the ites statements another passage of 


same: plosseW) oan ne expluined: fro he does not in- 


to say that every magnitude is a certea Lin absolute 


ng inhering in substence;really distinet from it; 


he intends to say thet one th Hing | is magnitude, a- 


her is that whieh is great of it, just by 


uuen pecause the thing itself cen remain, although 
may not be great; whieh dan occur in’a tro-fold 
mer. wherefore, it nay eceur in one mode Mine ough 

% ensation,for if a large thing is condensed so that 
yecomes an objec et-of small que sntity, throven this 
ne the varts of the substance, "hich vere locally 

wh senarated, becoue less separate in situstion rith- 
an entirely ner object having been generated,and 


~ 


[thout an entirely old object heving been destroyed, and 


2 


the thing itself reeamins. And so it is one thing 


thing to existyend another for 2 thing to be 


& itiedeuse the thing gen exist elthough 1t is not 
te This ean happen in another vay throngh the 
potence of God,if He shoulda bring it to pass,er 
‘gay that it is tmpossible for God to de,that a 

ng formerly great maight aftervards ‘come to be 
sewhere in that mode in whieh the body of christ 

sts under the species of bread,and yet exists no- 
ite locally and ¢irewmsserivtively;for then because 
thing might nat have parts separate in situation, 

| a not be greatiand so it can be,a thing, although 


is not great;an Pinteine this view alone, 


a%- is clear that there is no dictum of the 


essed Anenstine contrary to the previous statements. 
another vay it can he declared that the blessed 
gustine speaks. of magnitude which is relation; foo 


as tagnum is relative, sco magnithge is relation; 


nov according to 911 tatholics it is contrary to 

ne statements of the Saints that relation is not 
differen nt thins really distinct froin an absolute 
thins: ;thereforec, it ie not eontrary to the Catholic faith 
say that the magnitude, of which Auonestine svesks, 

not a thing different from sibstance;vat ure with 


statement 41% is established that the blessed Aucuse 


a 


ne states the truth when he ssys thet magnitude i 
oncident, beesnes it is hantcon tiie vredicated of 
naturel thing ; therefore, on this nesis the blessed 
eustine can be erplained. 

tm stilt enother way it ean be exdlained,that through 
ncnitude.by whieh erented things are greatyhe does 

t understand one absolute aeeident inhering in 

eated totnes; bet througr that mearnitude he understands 
efficient cause making them to be great,of which 

re is no dovht hut thet e different thing is made 

Form erent ed bninggs end dp are great by the varticipation 


rite en trroveh information but 


4 
vk 
7 
ee 
%, 


true magnitude by which not only a house is great,and 


by which whmbunt sat;put also 
by which whatever elee is called great,is great; so 


“that magnitude is one thing,and those things whieh are 


8 much more excellent way than those things whieh ere 
great by partaking of it;but because God is not.great 


| by that magnitude wvhich is not what He Himself isyso 


i that Godysince He is grest,is,as it were,parteaker of it; 


-othervise that would be magnitude greater then God, but 


by that magnitude by wnich He limself is the saue 


be concluded tang 


negnitude." From those vords it gga 
Blessed Auetetines speaks of the magnitude by which 
created things are causally great;however, because he 
eveaks of magnitude"by which whatever else is cailed 
sreatyis eailed great", whether they are corporeal or 
civitual thingse Wherefore,he sveaks of the magnituady 
just as he stated pefore, by which a home is great, by 
which a mountein is grest,yby which an angel is great, 
hieh angel is spiritual, although home snd mountain 
are corporeal things. 3ut it is manifest that there is 
magnitude inhering in 2 substance as in a svuhject, 
which every other thing is gteat,vhich is called 


reat,whether it is corporeal or spiritual. Therefore, 


“there is nothing greater than God; therefore,He is great 


t 


A 
t E 
a 
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i 
ee? 
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: 
4 
MN 
a 


¢plled great, 


s greet without bike 


only because the blessed atid Oe, 3 or mag 


tude, hich is primarily ere at and in a meh more 


stent anhering in 6 substance; for just as nothing 


> pubs stance,so nothing ean naturally be 


“ey before subs Matice: but because he speaks of nag- 

tude which ie grector than neers ee is’ greet ;it 

established that no accident inhering in . substance 

be greeter then the substance of which it is an | ‘ 
gident ;thereforc, it is elear that the blessed Augustine : 

eks of the magnitude whieh is the reason why other 


eated things are great. Wherefore,the blessed Augus- 


“gene place,that God is 


ne wishes to sho: 


Hiner great by some mag- 


ither causally nor in sone i 


tude which is not God Himself, 3ut crea times are great 
'@ different wagnitude which makes them to be great; 


eh wegnituds is 3s However, not ‘the ereated objects 


hak head ‘primarily great and in a much more 


¢ Lent way than those which are great by partaking 


Maaterore, this yerh, varticipare,is 


that magnitudes 


mélosophers as yell as 


oe explained we sac: of those uodoe, 


at 


nee and quality, snd ‘the expositions 


er writers do this vith thenjalthough some ao not 


ain the intention of the Saints,and various persons 


How quantity is a predicanent 
distinet from avueality and svb- 
etanes @, note? it} i~Shianding the 
fact that no quantity is distinct 
from part of a thing,from sube 
etance and quality. Tn whieh re 
replies to the sixth arguuent, 
showing that wredicaments are 
signe predicable of, things. 


This must also be econsidered:how quantity is a. 


predicament distinct from quality and substancesn ote 


Athestanding the facet thet no quantity ic a thing 
eeily distinst from pert of a things from substance 
nd quality, which can pe shown from a similer argue 
nt from the statements of many Catholic Doctors; 
or just as it has béénn been stated,relation is a 
rredioament distinct from other PROG Loman s4ane yet 


bocording to many of them relation is not a different 


thing distinet from absolute things;therefore, quantity 
gould be a dietinct vredicament, althoush quantity is ais 


a different thing really distinct from auality and ewhstancee 


Poein, 1t is no sreater inconsistency for predicaments 


to he distin guished, hich do not have distinet things 


sontained under themselves,than for species to be 
livided vhieh do not have distinet things contained 
der themselves; but it sometimes haprens that species 
diverse,although the same thing is arrenged under 


species. This statement is proved by the testi- 


vantity are distinctivet no thing corresponds to 8 


eontinuous quantity that docs not correspond to 


ac continuous that 


does not const® $number with another,acecording to 


ithe sontention of the Doctor previously mentioned. 


Again, theostme thing is also employed in diverse pre- 
dicamente aecording to the game Saintyas vas asserted 
pefore; therefore, there ig no inconsistency in the 
tatement thet cventity ic a predicament distinet fran 
vality and substance,and yet that every quantity te 


is not an absolute thing really distinct from substance 


re nothing other than certain prodiecables and signs 
things,on aceommt of which John of Damascus fitting- 
yistates:"It is necessary to know that there are ten 
“predicements, that is,very general genera under which 
very term simply stated is resolved." WhereLore,s the 
oe Saint wishes to state,thet every term, "hich can 
ealled the extreme of 2 proposition or can be that 
rough which an answer is vroperly made to some - 
quaestion raised through any interrogation whatever, 


ic arranged under some predicament;end that through 


et 
ie 


nich an answer is made to sven distinet queations 
ised by diverse interrogativessis arftanged under 


Siverse predicaments; wherefore, ell things through 


a. quality.e Wherefore, it must be Known that predicasents 


Sstronen which 


‘ly made to the any raised ner cuando, are 


angoa under ie gente, timejeand all terme throuch 


1 an enerer is made to the aweastion eniced pre 


ees in the ifo13- aibade eerie 


Gdterrocative 


on te considered ny the erarmarinans as an interro- 


Suet 


Lomontsgunlensynerehanse, sch interrogatives 
ue, bee cond x0 have 7 great feaarth of onbetantives. 
are arren 17ed in diverse wbiktedaent 


other parts of sveech,and sometines 


“eonnoced or diverse martes of speech,ss freauently 
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“somposed of diverse prepositions and their own oases) 


ote tek 


iatea in his Logie in chester XXXTI.:"*fhat evety 


ssinvle,is recolved under that rredic¢snent? 


ose BYeteibstance as stone;quantum es 
Aman as father and son;quality as 
and black;place as in Tyre,in Damascus; put 


eee Ste is oestansive;vossession as to cut 


oo ena talec: but those oF str0h 


, degree that the 


o dignified, but thet 

pete may he stenified through the rest; 

1s 10 | substantiel 0 oe aeetaental thine¢ is signified 
thet it is signified through 


* 


Loentor dimly the same i A ees 


nots thet subs tances auality and quanta ty are dis~ 


hatever Kind the terms are; but 


miton: of the mind whieh are 


so natneee tty signisvine things;and indeed 


es ‘Aistingntened,not-vith-s standing 


ean be ais ete ched, although they do not 


1BSe - noune, substance, 


one to. unierstand 1tynone- 


faneeynor through this nouny 


noun, subs 


tee 


quelity oxistssnot-vith- 


nodern Dogtors 


ODD pose: ite First, 


; ar he Ay % 
| othor opinions ‘of Jetholic and other writers, 


to be true; on thle dontboetey 


‘Tey Bistinstion: Mit). 
of exple ining weny 


ngeinst At geet as 


men ol muy oh 


f faitns as: ‘Pope e Tanogent 


a 


8 dovteine of faith is under discus setonyT think 
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thority of his name and position, just as nov your 
© Gésveok, trot it might be of profit to 411 the 
enes thronchout the whole orld." A sloss in oDp- 
sition to this statement states in the same place:" 
statement on De Heretic yAd abolendum, seems to be 


opposition to ite Por there it is intimated that 


cen mast D6 i heretics, thom eis Hi ono % 4 
ve declered ‘are 5 he omni * wherefore, Pone Lucian : 
eye ins ‘the sane degree: "Ally mo concerning the sacrament a 


doe body and. blesd. og our Lord Jesus Christ,or ¢on- 


tae the venission of sins through oblikatory ton- 


ssion,or concerning matrimony,or the rest of the 

ecles sinstical bat 5 oramente, have not feared to think or 

teach se Snag se than tne Hoty. Roman . GMS oh ore- 3 
ribes ¢ and observes, and in weneral, whosoever the 

ie Roman: Church, either each bishon individually in ‘ 
6 om dioceses rith 2 council of clerey,or the ¢lerical 

ishope, in a vacant Boo, rit ra eomneil ~it i% snhovld 


eosssary, of neighboring bis shops, hove declared heretics a 


re condemn with a honda i oscetunt anatnemea. * From | ; 
ose words it might he coneluded that it vertains toe 


n@ bishons and to the olersy in a vatant See to de- 


eetion of faith. But the gloss previously 


o 
ee 


he i exe of no one other then the 


ted: At is another ae to 


gan ansver 
ie a question 


Dien ities Sisniek aterm relsetion 


e getert explaineyans for that reason he 
ate 3ut ne explains this, "in faith, that is, faith- 
teither Laud ean a uss the eauses of faiths but 


gan aise 


Heretiais, 


Lensiau® ani oe the clergy, the me ean decide; 


»"Gum Christus", the gloss states 
ersy wong ‘theologians eon cerning some er tiole 


it sinha be referred to the Supreme Pontiff. For 


chersyit seems aboura that it pelongs to aint an 


some » thine, oko he not ex= 


sorinturesys susie 44. nae not 


bare seen te don ne in bhatt: tines. 


opinion, especially 
aany - sethonie Dootorss oreiearort hy in knowledg 
eyhave rela thie opinion: endyes ‘T heve per 


ina; Teletion worthy of the feitnse . certain 


nseswot 2 neve: not seen is hook which setedne 


: the: statanonte of ‘inoon who mutve Lily condenn 


a doetrine suspected 


: vou Fathers after: they have 


eprroved ei: the Apostolic See. Any one ought to 


devout, fedthy ec “auencent says on De con- 


a to stand wr the statanents: 
“ Some foknomledged: vy the 


hove things ite nave peen 


alias « as Onna e has rettacted many of his 


tatementey or unless just as earrested by tho 


ae. they ainong themselves hola diverse opinions) 


ae eone eee the ve of Salome, 


: hor through reanoning to 
ne i if a 3; y . 
e it as dangerous and heretical,they sre ineescant- 


nang | at to eee py their dog-1liks varkings, not 


S 
_ 


Rn 


* 


Lely Pane may oreit pings ag 


miter in the 


seond chapter" 


LO ask it +, sia undectided 


229 nor ‘shea. y ‘be ashamed. to Learn it in’ 


rout et min whom, h 


heen 


De he net boon truly ete ke he 


orn opinion, and refute mine,if he 


one 


he < do this with eharit: 


be made } known 4o me also,if 


and truth, and ates 


T am still 
| 


ro received the most a 


undent 
ne Be phouta not be possible 


and will- 


ela meditate in 


{ 
BE a 


7 eas Lordy 0 day a stot nightsatle eauk artr ing 


gan Of FORGED Tet AEM AE 


coord ‘ng red 


eas a0 not ererve, eecn! 


ame. author | affizas of inaiviane 2 
t the nisho os OPS, 


was: contimseays na through eon wergations 
ore. wise e oan that arbioat. of mhich they 


so%e oxperiens ety nd through the veightier authority 
a cagnelty and. through soun wile of somo 
A Aen isureds 17. enyt hi 


AMON - them,» 


Letter to 


as, 


Se 


ppoettestt ie any pla ite 


ave: > understood, othormise. We ete indeed tn: 


to take to 
Be ins Apostle; ‘nn nd if you 


cheatin gas vi ani to 


same asl one 


aueyore th ough catholic 


ey think othervise than the truth has it,as understood 
her by others or by us vith divine help. Sugh as 
with respect to the writings of others,so T wish 
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uéges of my own writings to bea." Prom those 


norities and very iany others it evidently can be 


eluded that it is pemaitted to eenevre and also 
gondenn the wetttige of every one »vefore they have 
jen authorized by the Rowman ohurche And indeed, 6 1- 
sill many nola the opposite of the opin sion proposed, 
te not negessary to ¢eondemn this opiniones pecially 
nee it thus coneure AN. the dt atenente 
4 Doctors approved by the church;yset I eonfe 
it could be shown that it vroceeds from the mind 
any Doctor acknoyledged by the Anos tolic See, that 


antity is an absolute thing differen it, reel 


ok ny intellect ‘cha to advance PT contrery 
~e dictum of reason,unless the Roman shurch teaches 
it this vier must be held, because the authority of 


hureh is greater then the whole porer of human 


The previous eeiton is no 
eontrary to experience, and ti 
eighth argunent,cited before in 
chapter TTI.,is explained. 


when substnge is divided vitnout the loss of a 


‘ty there is: no more need tor quantity than for sub- 
ce to be destroyea;f OL quantity can be so divided 


ust as sub whenever 


fen substances whi ch at first pelonge sad & greater 
puent ity, way pecoue Raed of a smaller quant ity without 
+ destruction of any abeoltite thing,yvhich is clear in 
-gondensetion of a thing. “or when some thing is 
ensed, it is inconsistent to affiri that some pre- 
ng quantity remaing; therefore, either the whole 
ssains without the newness. of any part at all,if th 
iicccnt id concededsit becoues 4 smaller quantity 
thout the dectruction Of eny absolute thing, and 
beiiortiy: ror this reason there is no need for 
ntity to be distinguished from substancesor the 
deding quantity remains, so however that some part 
preceding quantity is destroyed,vhich can not 
aintednedsbecsuse if some part of the preceding 


1 texe: that Bart « of the substances 


> crhuery eubseat of that quantity 


or: that vert os the quantity, and T ask whether it 


pieine now without quantity, which ean not be granted, 


ena then the substance or vert of the substance, 


Loh vas before a quantum, vould. jaturally not become 


-auantum,if it itself remains, hich is false end in- 
oesible;or it is the subject of some part of a quantity, 


a anon even of 8 ner part, hich ean not be anted, 


eause icuee is no greater reacon thet ome mart of 
condensed thing take on &® new quantity than enother,; 
4 20 it is neccesary that,»either the mhole substance 


on a nev quantity aosording to eny part of itself 


according to nature;or it is the subject, @ 
isting thingywhich can not obtain, because 4Hen even 


rt of a quantity passes from sitbiect to subiact, 


»for God so adiainisters affeire that He allors 
. to eontroll their orn movements. Therefore, it 


‘loys from all the mete stetements that, vhen 


quantity, : 


Bayt. thing is lost or destroyed;put the sane 


rgyhich was, at first 2 greater —_ s after- 


ahcolute thing;throvgh this statement that P parts 


wm 


poeoites 


‘ie B.3 abaty ie 


a s20p— 
oxtail 


“s ath erelores th * 


— ly 


pen= 


‘ 


repeat y thet 


+ 


vo cuenta ty trough ‘conic eneatian or ‘pinoneh: 

‘ohne vert 

ag qualities 
necoraing | to  iteete as & shole nor according 
arts; jnet. as it. is in agree enont with experience 


o nany qualities “neither pooording to thems elves 


es, nor ageord ing to their orn verte are destroyed 


And indeed. thet substance docs not beacons 


a eet. put tmronsh this eee 


: 
ee thet substance: ere now lees senarate in 


sane mere tne varts 


- aheolnte agekient at alle 
ee rou as ok in hat way it is now 8 quantity 
len than hofores if. it has lost nothing, it must be 
tuet this. ist virtue of the agent, whioh, as 
‘nove some thing Logally, so it is pos sible for 
fe roots vrocally to approach» vhich vere hnefore 
separators and therefore, for that thing to be 4 


ee quantity now - then - before G,is nothing other 


rae 
ee | ES. 
es 7 . 


Sl mst eee a: 


aN 


Chapter: x EXXVIT Ee 


‘All longitudes are of the seme 
speeies,and hor some differ in 
speciessend the tonth YeAsony, Citeds 

in chapter XXX.,is explained. 

After these statements 1t muct be opserved hov all 
ngitudes are of the same species;and how some differ 
specioss Wherefore, it mist be noticed theat,iust as 

wes snowed by John of Damasecus,the same thing con 
xyict in diverse vrediesments according to one or another 
tion,snd consequently tvo things of the same pre- 
ieament -ean exist in diverse predicaments;for secording 


cS) a eeanned previously mentioned the sane 


S in the genus, substances ac cording to one 

and soilag the a oo ipggaaieers tq another 

things ere 
icons rica in the predicament,. 

De stance, and in the vredicament, quantity, ae recording 

to one or another intention; those thin os pelons to the 

ne svedicament, hegause each is in the predicssment,— 


substance,and yet they are in diverse predigaments 


aecording to the Doctor and the seint named;so it 


i sossible thet some things are eontainei under one 


stecies and under different species,for the reason 


thet those thingsyeaeh of which is longitude, can pe oon 


pined under this svecies of auantity, Llongitudesand 


@ ve nontaitied under different 


ine 


ees he 


PAiverse eksd Onna; pee etirore, it «mst be conceded 
at ‘longitude of air and longitude of water are of the 
me snecies sais the predicament sduantity; and peer 

re of diverse species in the genus, substance; just 
8 many Jatholis & effirm, that diverse relations of 


fie samo svecies in the venus, relation, sre things 


enily not distinet from the fundements distinet in 


svecies;? for that reason whiten NESS, : COLaF, PLpeKnes ‘Sy 
meetness,and such quantities are dietingyi shed in 
pecies s;and yet ‘all similitudes,which are ot things 
ipeAly @ietinet from thes 22 qualities, excert mind, 


4 


& contained under one species in the genus, relation; 
9 it is possible to be true of longitudes wh 
ot things aifferent from substance and qualitv,a 
‘ hey” ere conteined under one sveties in the genus, 
uantity. Horever,it must be percaaved that such distine 
peciesynot subotdinately placed, are never predicated 
sf sone thing or of 4 pronoun indicating a thing ex- 
re in quid et per se in the first mode,and through 
As statenentymany passages of the philosophers ean 
sLained which seem to be contrary to the srevious 


atements, jvst as was shovn els sewheree 


Chapter XXXTX. 


Soneerning A a diverse mode of 
vredicst ing quantity, petwtine . 
the tenth efifiment stated above / 
in. cha voter ae 


fter these statements i ey ere inst be 2 discussion 


he icity 3 exis be pe seyand in “another plae 
holds that vood per se is white since it moreover 


de conbingenty white,yvyet as much 4s suffices for a 


redicatedé does not connote or signify some- 


ne,»but that something similer is sonnoted or denoted 


‘be understood through the subject;and indeed when 


, culled per sé. And in taking per se thus,alvays 

for this, that the proposition is per sé,it is required 
ane. PEenees ion gan not be false with the con- 
pency of the subjects that is,if "heing" is declared 
xist relative to a subject significatively assumed; 


as it is possible for this proposition to be 


In like wanner it follovs; 


i aE 8 mane 
destherefore Sortes is a men. Likovise it follovs, 


ie,thevefore wen is en animal. And ta tering per 


eause this predicates anentny denotes t+nat vert. of. 2 


me exists outside of part. Rut no such thing con- 


es one ee understand that 2 +, ie separate from 


a dust. as vots Pees cabo, aan tiny oes And. om this 


neon thts peor oosition wpe ce,quantity is 4 quantum, 


weoslity ide. 4 quantum, sub- 


CH 
aquantun, man is. a 
. for this vro~ 


eition to be: Lolita yan a Pebpmed thie Bhai ach is 


1d preserve “the substance of cont in the 


ies of preed in. the sane mode in which. He, preserves 


body of, crriet present Loeally and oivouneeriptive ely 


Hihsolute pocident existing in man; 


sure e 


ana thic 


icaiis Sinelnnee te: a Quentin through: aecidents 
Llarlysquelity is | a quantun throug gh Saale | 
thie proposition is. per se, quentity isa quantinas 
comico. this ‘propositions Longitude is 8 qirantun, 
Of other propocitions. For it is Auapos eeivie | 
is proposition to be trite, longitude is,though this. 


aang is ; Palees Longitude is a quantum; and Likerise 


tion is falee 


im stibetence and quelity,vhi ich f concede. 
é | 

S ples even supposing that subs stance as vell 

ity. exicts. an the. nature of things;iust es 


or now uugh ‘this propos ‘ition is in a sense 


ng having part separate frou part is substance 


— pact is eubetence or quality. 


exist witnoist the other sbut 
quantity 


M 


Rot ee 


me tr 


eile bib dictinet, one of ‘anion ean exist 


 snother, Sut Ga God. ean. ex cist, though he wha makes 
| rositions are ie 
makes hapy 
makes happy are 


there is a 


ee ee | ‘Gad ‘ 
mee A tteero of speech in such @ mode of argu- 
Boe sneer end I have spoken Glsevrhere 


ss on for the sake 


Hor aiverse ee ean. Eee 
. subjectively in @ subctancey cinee 
tro bodies gar not naturally ex 
ist together; and the last 

ods icunaisial 


se quantitics can exist subjectave- 


7 
re 


a. Sena, pee . ean not exist to-~ 
, Thererores it must be 
er thet noay is teken in e two-fold # ensée In 
ne nodes an individned exis ing per eo 437. 


stensoy7iich » vas not ereated to be part or another 


L wore “univers allys 


aifirn the 
i the peeviously 
a eae seys 
sp saioonabil hat body only 
‘© netter nor 
ghee 


areas eano and 


have been created to inform one: 2 subjects to exist 
here ‘And indeed it is not impossible for many 
longitudes and many soliditice to exist together; 
however: it: ds inpossible through nature for iwany 
ities, ynich can naturally. exist together although 
ere: not. parts” of anything nor in others as though 
eotes tovexict together ;such soliditios are not 
ynalities, becavce no. quality ean exis st por te 
oveated virtues although i. can by divine virtues 


hea tye ¢ roatee oon not darapada togethers th 


at. ie eryenicn « can natures ig subsist 


e,they alohe vefuse,so that ee not ay 
together,and they umtnally « expell each other 
a pladeyit they are left to themselves, although 
dimensions at. al, can exist tog ether through divine 
bia at is. not imposes ple for the remaining 
etonsyrhioh Wore crested. LO: inform a. ‘substance or 
dich one: was aveated to inform atatuensto exist to- 


a4 end T nave, never read the oppos ite in PORE, 


con t th net substange ani quality 
io not have © some mediating thing 
‘qnelity;from which it appoare that for thie 
aA a ‘ag: Mate ie eacenced. 
e eufficient that it have > parts really dictinets 
ea, to ‘be locally, — an. netive sauce 
ean effec otually produce thos 


syani time cause 


sae in the 1 SAND gondition;which is also 

rmied ‘frou ‘this s statenent, thet the verte of the 
ase are naturally producei in digrinet places 
epee they are formed by some absolute 


that pave “tones 


pe body. existing 


some body 


pet it you sr tk Js rough a very 
. experience that a 
g atfirmed 
q qua sate existing. per 
enxdiect in. which it.nove er a 


miler imag DAES OR 


He common course of netute mey 


opand trig net We. mey merit 


a new quantity ona suck tke, and On nds sat 
Scotus” in Rook TV.) Distine tion XtTe) Question, VIes 
Ws: ana indeed +t gan be § affirme ad with equal - 

ity of: all these things ¢ thet God has ordeined 

sli things appearing to the senses hich are gone 

h reference hae the host when not subearateay dre 

ea mith reference to eS when coneratede 

ndeced those ‘things, which cen 1 not be | 


engeda to do inmedlately 
iaents vakin to- 


thersaitnonen they ao- ndt éxict subje: sdstbiant ins 


nincanon | is one the evbiect of another, beeau use: 


sdine vearieienins ; ; 


out | out that es: be ac complished by divine 


Fe ust as certain weiters say a 


et of the 


Sak 


tej oan te vrougnt by 


‘maint ain vith respect to 


the virtuc 


ae 


“and ngs;"hich are apparent to 
is 4 ffiriaed 


ally preservedssinee it 


roved Doctors, that tastes 


of 
by 


‘qualities such a character are eub- 


e;although 


follovingsthe aneie 


; 


ae ; . 4 ee x eed Ae ES : : bahegee | 
» Becomplicshed by “treated virtne;nor 


‘ore ought to he eondemned be= 
“thet wniion 


anh not be ac- 


apter XLT. 


a eernink the ‘solution of 
certain arguments eontrary to 


the previous statements. 


sontrery to the vreviously mentioned opinion, in 
tion to theee argimonts ertain ones are ndandedp 
has T have understood Lherty T nom “wish to eevien™ 
herd T intend to cuvine and ansver more 
mare sleerly, if they “‘pecone more fuliv 
i ine. But gertain writers srgue efter this 


if nome ewhetance ani come quentity ere really 
oo ohne anentity 


A dsehadindraver that srbetance 


e sirhatanse 


ghrist is in the saerement’ of the altars 


t totte thet the quentity of the body of chri 


RETR ad haprdtns toathe previous on 

6 substance of the hody of onrist and the quantity 
the body of ynrist are really the game; therefore, 
seterajand sonsequerntiy just as the substance of 


vody of christ is “in the sacrament of the altar 
the quantity, of the ROOM: of Shrist vould be in 


sacrament of the altars 
this manner: saws some 


+ ere 1 cusahai stem anion & to 


i 3 


i or cols paves je SecA heli ochencs 
vody-of christ. As: in the sacrainent OF Be diten a 


having part separate frou partymnich 4 ta penett al. 


c 


aleaek Abie 


ae of 


n vardons: a without prejudlee, In one 


Es ie 


tho Proposition. is asciwaed,n vythis oros- 


cet ct ti 
orestimes of ohatover kind there is substandes . 
end amentitys ts. falcoe ae souding to the virtue 
Lmmguage pecause of a false. inplication, Por 


in Lies tet ae > ove some tenants yet 


ee 


tebe thie 


e things are 


thrist 
| ee Ce ate from part 
ou .. the b Re 
‘fpom part,and 


6 alter the 


nook agile OR WE 


rs 


ea 


ig - 


oe are teally ‘the eeinesand 


Movirhenever ‘some things | 


in a’ place, 


eubetange of the body of christ snk some quent ity 


really the game,and some: substance in the sag raaent 
the alter is a quantity ;vherefore, I sgato thats 
beh, this proposition is true, the quantity | of the 
y of christ is in the seorenent of the altar;thic 
oeition is : however fals 30, the eubs tenes of the body 
christ in the sacrament of the alter is & quantity;. 
+ acyelthough this proposition is true,the body 
heist having part separate frou part. ie in the 
eranent of the’ altar, and yet this pro oposition is 
us oy the body of Christ in the sacrament of the alta 
1 thing having nart separate frou parte In like 
ner this proposition te ‘true, some aubstanee is 


ined in a places aut perhare it is affirmed, that 


srr» existence in a plagosana eoneretes are of 
fore, although such & method 

, a in taking it under eouabetions: 

is valia in taking it under eabstracts;because such 

ositions are feases the body or chris st and ‘the poay 
> from part are reaily 


r Ohrist and a Stee 


cae aban if OP, quantum ¢ or “4 


‘Talis in 


mneveforey it “ ene een 


wr se 


stetinguishod feo the Peer ae oredicaments, 


| = on “elas nt: AN 


place and ‘the + “whieh is 


A - rae eis woutty’ the eame as 


sreforey giremserited in 4 tlnaee 
ict are feoally the sale. And in 


sosition can ne nraree, 


gueh propositions are true,no isatter hor 


% 


may introduce ‘another deg, Seis ic not 
3 t hi Ss hovever,s 


come 


a 
tice 
ae 


he’ substance of the body of | christ an the Se aieraent 


ne altar; and this “proposition is. false, this suh— 


oo thts = pnt is fenees the sub= 


ament. oF the. miter by the novrer of sonvercion; and 

a this provosition 1: felee,sthe substance of the 
> onrdet nas. part prearate from part in the 

nent of the alter.and so .it.is clear that that 

nt is not valid; ust as it does not follow, that 
things ore veslly the sane, vherever sane one of 

reeset of theme Bome avantun and the 
er and the ewmbstense 


he ) body oF Christ in the 


in, gonerete ant Suk euee terme are. noté thes 
un disinot more conerete than 


vent according to signification; 


figure of diotion. tr eorte sin propos citions are 
ted as tress: ponelnsion can evidently he deduced 


~ x 
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